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Abstract 
 
 Today, in the United States, the achievement gap that exists between students of 
higher socioeconomic status and students of lower ones is a systemic problem in 
education. Research has shown the impact of poverty on students and problems with 
underachievement in Title I high schools. While different educational agencies have 
attempted to address these problems through legislation and standards, some school 
districts have developed mentoring programs to assist students from lower socioeconomic 
backgrounds. This mixed methods case study analyzed the impact of a mentoring 
program on students of lower socioeconomic status at a Title I high school. The study 
sought to answer the following questions: How has participation in a district-led 
mentoring program influenced the lives of students of lower socioeconomic status? How 
do students and teachers describe their academic and non-academic experiences since 
becoming involved in the district-led mentoring program? Qualitative data in the form of 
interviews and surveys, as well as quantitative data in the form of student assessments, 
were gathered and analyzed to form a series of conclusions and recommendations.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
Introduction to the Problem 
 Despite having the top economy in the world, the issue of poverty has continued 
to plague the United States and restrain further growth. In 2014, it was estimated that 
14.8% of United States citizens were living below the poverty level. For young people, 
defined as individuals under the age of 18, this number is unusually high, at 21.1% (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2015). Poverty has been attributed to one of the causes of the 
achievement gap in public education, where more affluent students have more academic 
success as compared to students living in households of lower socioeconomic standing 
(Borg, Borg, & Stranahan, 2012). It is well documented by studies and statistics that less 
prosperous school districts have lower test scores, higher dropout rates, and more 
students dealing with problems of food insecurity, crime, and poverty (Dianda, 2008). 
 In the past 40 years, the United States federal government has joined the effort to 
solve the educational crisis, in attempting to close the achievement gap in the United 
States. The Department of Education became an independent agency with a Cabinet post 
in the Executive Branch of government to address educational issues. Programs such as 
No Child Left Behind (NLCB) and Race to the Top (RTTT) have been implemented, 
with lackluster results. According to Elaine Weiss (2013) of the Economic Policy 
Institute, various administrations have failed to address the root causes of poverty and 
issues outside of school grounds.  
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Many schools receive funding through property taxes, and consequently, 
wealthier districts have access to higher tax bases. Various administrations failed to 
address the largest issue in education today — the achievement gap between rich and 
poor school districts — because poorer school districts are not compensated equitably 
with added funds to match those that are generated through wealthier school districts’ 
high tax bases (Baker, Farrie, & Sciarra, 2014).  
Presently, in the United States, there exists an achievement gap between students 
of higher socioeconomic status and students of lower ones (Editorial Projects in 
Education Research Center, 2011). Urban and rural school districts have been the 
centerpieces of new federal legislative policy initiatives intended to produce higher 
achieving students in these areas, because they have a higher likelihood of having 
students who are living in poverty than suburban schools (Bouck, 2004). The programs 
have yet to demonstrate evidence of success, despite a multitude of new mandates, as 
they fail to address the achievement gap by first addressing poverty.  
 Poverty has a dramatic impact on student achievement in a variety of different 
ways, which may include both physical and psychological effects (Borg, Borg, & 
Stranahan, 2012). Some students come to school hungry, sleep-deprived, or face many 
difficult situations in their lives outside of the academic realm. Poverty also increases the 
likelihood that people will resort to crime and immoral behaviors (DeKeseredy, 2003). 
Research has shown that mentoring programs can reduce the impact that these outside 
variables have on students.  
Mentoring can be defined, generally, as a method to provide guidance and support to 
people in need (Jucovy & Derringer, 2007). According to a study conducted by Eric 
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Grodsky and Melanie Jones (2007), sustained mentoring relationships in the K-12 context 
can reduce excessive absenteeism, improve the attitudes of students coming to school, 
and increase the likelihood of low-income students enrolling in post-secondary schooling. 
Statement of the Problem to be Researched 
 There is an overriding problem in education today, namely, the achievement gap 
that exists between students of wealthier school districts and poorer school districts (Ladd 
& Fiske, 2011). There is a strong correlation between student achievement and the 
socioeconomic status of students. Students of poorer school districts have markedly lower 
test scores, higher dropout rates, and face more individual hardships than their wealthier 
counterparts, according to the Institute for Higher Education Policy (2010). In order to 
close the achievement gap, measures have been taken by school districts to specifically 
address the needs of low-income students. The implementation of a mentoring program 
in the lives of impoverished students may provide one avenue to marginalize the impact 
of poverty on student achievement (Lampley & Johnson, 2010). 
 One approach to address the needs of low-income high school students today is to 
establish effective mentoring programs in schools. According to research, low-income 
and low-achieving students who had mentoring guidance throughout their academic 
careers perform significantly better, have higher graduation rates, and advance to post-
secondary schools (Levine & Nediffer, 1995).  
Purpose and Significance of the Study 
 In recent years, there has been an increased awareness of the state of education in 
the United States. Recent international tests have shown the United States ranking near 
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the bottom in science, mathematics, and literature (Irizarry, 2014). While some 
educational experts, such as Yong Zhao (2011), believe the United States represents the 
pinnacle of creative minds, its national test scores do not reflect that notion. Out of the 34 
countries tested by the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) 
international exams, the United States ranked 27th in mathematics, 17th in reading, and 
20th in science (Schleicher, 2012). Lessons could be learned from the experience and 
success of other countries. The inescapable reality is that the United States students 
demonstrate educational shortcomings, and these test scores need further examination to 
identify the root causes behind these shortcomings. If one evaluates the success or failure 
of students taking the test by state, the data indicate that states consisting of people with 
higher incomes, such as Massachusetts and Connecticut, significantly outperform the 
students of other nations. States that have higher poverty rates, such as Mississippi and 
Alabama, have scores that are well short of their northeastern counterparts (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2013). Deconstructing the data even further, affluent suburban 
school districts significantly outperform poorer urban and rural districts. There is 
evidence to suggest that the achievement gaps that exist between school districts can be 
related to the level of poverty or affluence in each district, as more affluent school 
districts have better access to highly qualified teachers, more funding per pupil, and 
higher student expectations (Flores, 2007).  
 The purpose of this study is to explore how participation in a mentoring program 
can impact students of lower socioeconomic status, and contribute to academic success. 
The central issue of the study focuses on the implementation of a meaningful mentoring 
program for students from low-income households. Mentors are responsible for meeting 
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with students, offering them academic and career guidance, and teaching them skills to 
assist them in being better overall students. This study is significant in that school 
districts and government entities are consistently seeking ways to close the achievement 
gap that exists between low-income students and high-income students. 
Research Questions  
1.) How has a district-led mentoring program influenced the lives of students from 
lower socioeconomic backgrounds? 
 a) How do students describe their academic experiences since becoming 
 involved in the district-led mentoring program?  
 b) How have mentored students described the non-academic impact of the 
 district-led mentoring program? 
 c) Based on observations, how do teachers and administrators assess the  
       successes or failures of the district-led mentoring program? 
Conceptual Framework 
Researcher’s Stance 
 The researcher in this study has been an educator for the past 14 years, and has 
been a teaching leader in the Title I school where he is employed. A Title I school 
receives government financial assistance for the education of children of low-income 
families under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. During the time of the 
study, the researcher had access to the students involved in the study, received 
administrative permission to conduct the study, and had a link to the mentoring program, 
in which he has been involved for the past three years. The Student Intervention Team is 
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a team of administrators, specialists, teachers, and guidance counselors that intervene on 
behalf of struggling students. Teachers on this team have worked to develop a positive 
rapport with parents, faculty, administrators, and students.  
 The researcher sought to eliminate subjectivity that could alter the research data 
and the interpretation of this data. He is conscious of his own background, his values as 
an educator and mentor, and his experiences but attempted to remain as impartial as 
possible during the case study. Research shows that people tend to see biased behavior in 
others more readily than they do in their own lives (Pronin, Ross, & Gilovich, 2004). The 
researcher may avoid this failing by being introspective and recording all personal 
thoughts as he records the data collected (Prunin & Kugler, 2006). Simons (2008) 
describes the several different motivations for case study research. In this case, the 
researcher was driven by intrinsic interest, and his empathy for low-income students and 
the problems that they face on a daily basis. 
Conceptual Framework 
 Because of the strong correlation between poverty and student achievement, as 
shown in research conducted by Misty Lacour and Laura Tissington (2011), one way in 
which the achievement gap between the impoverished and their wealthier counterparts 
can be addressed is through government intervention and school-wide mentoring 
programs (Dubois, Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn, & Valentine, 2011). Mentoring 
programs have been analyzed for their effectiveness in bringing about positive changes in 
the lives of those being mentored (National Mentoring Partnership, 2014). The academic 
literature addresses the impact of poverty on student achievement, measures to address 
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poverty in general, and how to marginalize poverty impacts through school-wide 
initiatives, such as mentoring programs.  
 The literature review will consist of three streams of literature. The first stream 
focuses on the correlation between poverty and student achievement. This stream 
examines how poverty impacts students in the areas of cognitive development, food 
insecurity, and other areas where poorer students are disadvantaged. The second stream 
consists of research related to problems associated with poorer schools, also known as 
Title I schools. In this stream, recent education initiatives, such as the No Child Left 
Behind Act of 2001, Race to the Top, and the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015, are 
also examined for their impact on Title I schools. The third stream is comprised of 
research related to the influence of mentoring programs on students from poorer schools. 
The third stream also examines two examples of schools that place a high importance on 
mentoring: the SEED School and Promise Academy at Harlem’s Children Zone. The 
primary focus of the literature examines the impact of poverty on students and the 
potential to increase student achievement through an effective student-teacher mentoring 
program.  
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Fig. 1. Conceptual Framework: Possible Impact of Mentoring Students
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Affluence: Affluence refers to an economically favorable condition as compared 
to another group. Affluence, in this study, is the characteristic that refers to the wealthier 
school districts as opposed to ones that are socioeconomically disadvantaged. 
At-Risk Students: At-risk students are students who are more likely to struggle 
academically in school and withdraw from school. While the term “at-risk” is broad, it 
may refer to students who face problems associated with poverty, crime, learning 
disabilities, low academic grades, household issues, immigration, or a combination of 
these factors (Abbott, 2014).  
ESSA: ESSA refers to the Every Student Succeeds Act, which was passed in 
December of 2015. The measure reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. The bipartisan ESSA emphasizes more college readiness, repeals 
unattainable standards set forward by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, and 
dedicates additional funding to lower performing schools that are in the most dire need of 
funding. 
Food Insecurity: Food insecurity refers to reduced food intake, possible disrupted 
eating patterns, and reduced quality and variety in the diet. The United States Department 
of Agriculture (2015) defines food insecurity as being “a household-level economic and 
social condition of limited or uncertain access to adequate food.”  
High poverty schools: High poverty schools refer to schools where the majority of 
students have family incomes of 130% of the poverty line or lower (Clotfelter, Ladd, 
Vigdor, and Wheeler, 2007). 
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Mentoring Program: A Mentoring Program is a program designed to assist in the 
improvement and development of individual based on his or her specific needs by pairing 
him or her with a mentor to oversee those needs and to make sure those needs are met. In 
this study, the mentoring program refers to teachers and other faculty members serving as 
mentors to “at-risk” students.  
NCLB: The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 was a law which reauthorized the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 with some federal changes. More 
emphasis was placed on standardized testing, teacher and school accountability, school 
choice, and school improvement with consequences if improvements were not made 
(New America Foundation, 2014). 
 Poverty level (line): The poverty level or poverty line is the amount of income an 
individual or family makes in a given year that falls beneath the standard income of 
others. The poverty line for a family of four in the United States is $24,300 in 2016. 
Families may qualify for programs such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program (SNAP) benefits, Head Start, and school lunch programs if the family’s income 
does not exceed 125% of this amount (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
2016).  
 RTTT: Race to the Top is a federal program that incentivizes school reform 
through the adoption of standards, creation of data entry systems, rewards for effective 
teachers and principals, and improvement in the performance of the lowest-achieving 
schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2014).  
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 Title I Schools: Title I schools are schools deemed to have high levels of poverty, 
as determined by the state of Pennsylvania. Schools that have at least 40% of their 
student body classified as low-income are eligible for Title I status. Title I status allows 
school districts to receive additional funding to meet the educational needs of 
impoverished students (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2015). 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
Assumptions 
 The federal government has intervened in the perceived education crisis in the 
United States with sweeping reforms. President George W. Bush, with bipartisan support 
from Congress and 91% support from the Senate (GovTrack.Us, 2001), spearheaded 
NLCB, but the program itself had many unintended consequences and proved to be very 
ineffective (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005). Several years later, President Barack 
Obama and Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, created a program known as Race to 
the Top. This reform-based program incentivized change in schools and set high levels of 
accountability. Even in its early stages, schools made the recommended changes with 
little notable difference in student achievement or graduation rates, particularly in 
impoverished school districts that had to meet difficult deadlines under the program and 
experienced a lack of resources (Weiss, 2013). The nationalizing of school curriculum, 
known as the Common Core State Standards Initiative, has been implemented in many 
school districts, despite criticism from people on both sides of the political aisle. These 
interventions follow the same bureaucratic model of a top-down approach to school 
governance.  
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 The program No Child Left Behind was initiated in 2001, and its goal was to 
close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice (U.S. Congress, 
2001). It also placed great emphasis on standardized test scores. Schools were required to 
show improvement in test scores or risk being taken over or closed down completely. The 
sciences and social studies curricula were neglected as mathematics and writing were the 
primary focuses of the improvement program (Capra, 2009). Teachers resorted to 
“teaching to the test” in order to prepare students for one goal: passing the standardized 
examination (Nelson, 2013). In this high-stakes model, standardized test scores were 
directly linked to school funding and created a culture of test-takers, rather than critical 
thinkers and problem-solvers.  
 All such programs fail to address the root causes underlying student 
underachievement, which are usually poverty-related. Poverty affects students in a 
variety of ways. Higher poverty households must deal with factors that may include 
community violence, parental disorders linked to drug abuse, parental stress related to 
economic well-being, insufficient child monitoring, racism and discrimination in the lives 
of ethnic minority families, and higher rates of parental divorce (Raffo, Dyson, Gunter, 
Hall, Jones, & Kalambouka, 2010). Poor nutrition, high crime rates, and inadequate 
health services are also factors facing impoverished families, which in turn can lead to 
higher pupil absenteeism, transience, and school disciplinary problems (Ylmanski, 
Jacobsen, & Drydale, 2007). 
 Programs that directly address poverty can work to close the achievement gap. 
Geoffrey Canada conducted an experiment which became known as the Harlem 
Children’s Zone, whereby families devastated by poverty were provided a support system 
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through the school (Canada, 2014). Early childhood schooling, individual mentors for 
students, and an abundance of afterschool programs have improved the educational 
opportunities for these young people living in poverty. One of the keys to Canada’s 
school system was his support group for his students, which used mentors.  
Institutions of higher education can do more to assist young, impoverished 
individuals to attend college or trade schools (Capra, 2009). The SEED School in 
Washington, D.C. was created in an attempt to assist impoverished children and provide 
them with better educational opportunities. The premise behind this school was the fact 
that there are boarding schools for affluent children, and similar opportunities should be 
available to impoverished students. Students from inner-city Washington, D.C. attend the 
SEED School, which houses and teaches the students from Sunday night until Friday 
afternoon each week. Students are taught discipline, self-reliance, and academic 
achievement. Nearly 95% of SEED School students attend college after they graduate 
(Streeter, 2010). Students are chosen by means of a lottery system, and acceptance into 
the school is a highly emotional affair each and every year. Many parents believe that the 
SEED School is the way for their children to get a quality education and break the cycle 
of poverty that encompasses many in the poorer parts of Washington, D.C. In view of the 
fact that the SEED School students have surpassed the achievement levels of many other 
urban school students (Streeter, 2010), the federal government could do more to 
encourage the development of similar schools, or at a minimum, provide incentives for 
schools to adopt successful teaching strategies, such as student-teacher mentorships.  
Because of the success of the Harlem’s Children’s Zone and SEED School 
mentoring programs, the researcher decided to incorporate a similar program at the Title I 
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high school where he teaches. He selected students from a pool of low-achieving, high 
poverty students, as recommended by the school administrators and faculty. He did not 
maintain an individual placebo group of students. Rather, the study only consisted of the 
students who had received mentoring in the group. Data were gathered by means of 
comparing the students' past grades and records of achievement, and the grades at the end 
of the mentoring period. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
This mixed methods study to determine the impact of a mentoring low-income 
students at a Title I high school did have limitations. The sample of students consisted of 
students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. There was no placebo student group in 
this study to measure whether or not mentoring disproportionately assists one student 
group or another. Time was a limitation, as the study itself was completed over a four-
month period. While one may ascertain the impact or lack thereof of the mentoring 
program on the participants during that period of time, some themes may be absent due to 
the duration of the study. The study was conducted in a rural school district, which may 
mean that similar results may not occur if applied to low-income schools in a more urban 
setting.  
The delimitations of the study involve the boundaries within which the study was 
conducted. The research question pertains to the impact on low-income students by their 
mentors. This study did not involve all students or more affluent ones. In addition to the 
participants being sampled, another delimitation of the study involves the literature 
review. The impact of poverty, government programs, mentoring models, and Title I 
schools were examined in the literature review. There was a dearth of studies conducted 
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on rural school districts, as most available literature involves low-income students in 
more urban settings. Another delimitation of the study involves the mixed methods study 
design. Due to the qualitative nature of the participant student and teacher interviews, 
codification of their responses was recorded, analyzed, and interpreted.  
Summary 
 The use of federal and statewide initiatives could lead to a closure of the 
achievement gap between students of high poverty schools and more affluent schools, if 
these government initiatives are proven successful. Goodwin Liu (2006) exposed the 
funding gaps that existed in the outdated Title I funding model, whereby states were 
awarded funds based on their per-pupil costs. There is a great need to address the 
educational shortcomings of impoverished students in the United States. However, 
current government programs appear to address the "tip of the iceberg" through 
curriculum changes, standardized tests, and incentives, while little has been done to 
address the educational needs of impoverished students. After an examination of federal 
funding in school districts in 20 states, Marguerite Roza (2006) found many school 
districts were spending government funds on their low poverty, rather than high poverty 
schools. In addition to addressing these funding issues, the federal and state governments 
could use their influence and resources to address these problems by making sound 
economic decisions and promoting mentorship programs like the ones found at the SEED 
School and Harlem Children’s Zone, as well as creating opportunities for more students. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
    The purpose of this literature review is to research and analyze data, studies, and 
scholarly articles that address not only the links between poverty and the achievement 
gap, but the solutions to impoverished school district areas. These topics include poverty 
and public schools, government interventions in school and poverty, and solutions to 
close the achievement gap that exists between the more affluent students and students 
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The literature review evaluates how poverty 
affects students and identifies ways to counter the disadvantages of those living in 
poverty. Ideally, the research gathered from various social and educational programs that 
have affected the poor will provide insight into effective methods, contrasted with those 
that do not resolve the issue of poverty.  
    Since it has been well-documented that poverty is one of the major factors 
hindering the educational success of young people (Coley & Baker, 2013), the first 
stream of research focuses on poverty and its link to student success or failure in school. 
In this section, issues such as food insecurity, crime, impoverished neighborhoods, poor 
school districts, and income shortfalls will be researched to determine their relation to the 
level of student success in the classroom. This stream makes the case that students who 
face conditions associated with poverty on a daily basis are more likely to face struggles 
in school, which is an essential theory to this research. Furthermore, the researcher 
analyzes data from poorer school districts, which includes evidence of the cognitive 
development of people in lower socioeconomic classes and the evaluation of standardized 
test scores. 
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    The second stream of research considers the benefits and shortcomings of 
government programs dealing with schools and poverty. In this stream, federal 
educational programs are examined to see if they address the needs of low-income school 
districts and poor students. Title I schools are evaluated to identify unique circumstances 
that set these schools apart from more affluent schools. Some students at Title I schools 
are labeled “at-risk” students, meaning that their particular circumstances, mostly 
attributed to poverty, place them behind their peers. Some well-intentioned government 
programs, including No Child Left Behind and Race to the Top, have attempted to close 
the achievement gap. However, the attributes of these programs failed to address the 
issues being faced by students in more impoverished areas.  
    The third stream of research examines how the implementation of mentoring 
programs and various school reforms, particularly in Title I schools, has improved 
educational achievement. This stream examines mentoring programs and school reforms, 
while offering solutions to students in high poverty schools in a manner designed to close 
the achievement gap. Successful programs, such as SEED and Harlem’s Children Zone, 
are researched, as are other mentoring programs for disadvantaged youth, including the 
Posse Foundation, College Track, GEARUP, Big Brothers and Big Sisters, and Sponsor a 
Scholar.  
Poverty and Public Schools 
 Poverty has been linked to a wide variety of shortcomings among students in the 
United States public education system. Studies involving issues such as food insecurity, 
stunted brain development, lower instances of parental involvement and support, and 
lower teacher quality in poorer school districts indicate that these are the byproducts of 
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poverty. Poverty and crime are also correlated in impoverished school districts (Crane, 
1991). Students in impoverished school districts have significantly higher dropout rates 
than their suburban, middle class peers (Nilson, 2007). The link between dropouts and 
criminal activity is prevalent, as 66% of individuals presently incarcerated were high 
school dropouts (Cook, Ludwig, & McCrary, 2011, pp. 419-422). In 1983, a study 
entitled A Nation at Risk (Department of Education, 1983) was released in an attempt to 
forcefully raise standards and demand excellence in schools. However, excellence could 
not be achieved without educational equity. Impoverished schools tend to have outdated 
textbooks, poor facilities, and underprepared teachers (Darling-Hammond & Post, 2000). 
Because of the upbringing and poverty of the students attending these schools, many 
teachers lower their student expectations. This creates a mentality among these students 
whereby they develop low self-expectations and accept failure more readily (Bennett, 
2003, p.18). This adverse attitude also discourages students from working to their full 
potential in school, which can lead to lower academic achievement. Data from the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress show that more than 40% of the variation 
in average reading scores and 46% of the variation in average math scores across states is 
associated with the same variation in child poverty rates (Ladd & Fiske, 2011). More 
impoverished schools and students of lower socioeconomic status lack educational 
equity, and studies done by Ladd and Fiske (2011), Bennett (2003), Nilson (2007), and 
Darling-Hammond and Post (2000) have illustrated the complications associated with 
poverty and poverty-ridden schools.  
Studies suggest that poverty is significant and has a strong detrimental effect on 
students’ health and well-being, language and literacy development, material resources, 
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and mobility (Parrett and Budge, 2016). Research indicates that roughly 20% of students 
in the United States live in poverty. Only 3% of Finnish students live in poverty, and they 
have significantly outperformed the United States on the PISA test in recent years 
(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2010). When the PISA data 
is examined based on country, student poverty, and academic achievement, there is a 
direct correlation between low-poverty students and higher academic achievement on the 
standardized exam (Perry & McConney, 2010).  
Much can be learned from an analysis of data taken from the 2009 PISA scores, 
the international test which compares the academic competencies of students throughout 
the world. The scores are solid indicators of the impact poverty has on academics and 
testing. Overall, Finland’s students outperformed U.S. students with a total average score 
of 536 to 500. Finland has a student poverty rate of 3%, while the U.S. student poverty 
rate falls at approximately 20%. In fact, among the 35 richest countries in the world, the 
United States is second only to Romania in the number of students living in poverty 
(Coley & Baker, 2013). In a further examination of data, school district students in the 
United States with less poverty, such as some of the more affluent schools in 
Massachusetts, outperformed Finnish students on the PISA. U.S. schools where 10-24% 
of students are living in poverty have scores very close to those of Finland. However, 
when one considers schools where more than 50% of the student population lives below 
the poverty line, the test scores fall dramatically. Schools where 75% of the students were 
living in poverty had scores on the PISA that ranked them slightly above Mexico, placing 
52
nd
 out of 65 countries in the world (Irizarry, 2013). These data show the importance of 
 20 
 
addressing poverty, as students in poorer school districts are significantly disadvantaged 
compared to their wealthier peers (Kozol, 1991).  
    One of the most disconcerting trends in public education is the achievement and 
opportunity gaps that exist between poor and rich school districts. Statistics show the 
inequality gap that exists when measuring the cognitive functions of young children. 
According to Coley and Baker (2013), only 20% of four year olds living in poverty were 
proficient in letter recognition, compared to 37% of non-impoverished children of the 
same age. Forty-five percent of poor children were proficient in numbers and shapes, 
compared to 72% of non-poor children. This gap follows the children as they develop. 
According to a report by the National Assessment of Educational Progress in 2013, less 
than half of poor students have basic reading skills in the fourth grade. In eighth grade, 
half of the poor students do not have basic math skills, compared to 21% of the non-poor. 
Eighth grade reading scores for students who qualified for free lunches was 250 
compared to the 275 average attained by non-poor students (United States Department of 
Education, 2013).  
State governments provide less funding to high-poverty schools than more 
affluent ones. For example, in 2006, the average teacher salary in inner-city Baltimore 
was $37,618, while suburban Baltimore teachers’ average salary was $57,000. District 
money was being used to subsidize the higher teacher salaries at the richer schools, 
instead of distributing the money more equitably to the poorer schools (Weiner, 2007). 
According to Marguerite Roza and Paul Hill (2004), the pay gap for teachers is a major 
factor impacting low-income students. In poorer districts, teachers are paid less, thus 
fewer prospective teachers apply. This inevitably leads to a declining quality of teacher in 
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the poorly-funded schools, as administrators hire from a limited pool of applicants (Roza 
& Paul, 2004). According to research conducted by Nicole Simon and Susan Moore 
Johnson (2013), poor schools lose approximately half of their staff every five years, with 
20% of their teachers leaving each year. Because financial resources are not being 
equitably distributed to poorer schools, the quality of educators and the rate of teacher 
turnover have been negatively affected, which reduces the likelihood of low-income 
students having consistent access to highly qualified teachers.  
Cognitive Development of Disadvantaged Youth 
 Socioeconomic status has a direct impact on brain function and brain 
development. In Childhood Poverty (2006), researchers examined the specific 
correlations of socioeconomic status with neurocognitive development. What they found 
was a series of psychosocial factors that hindered brain development among people of 
poor socioeconomic status, including higher stress and higher rates of depression. These 
factors may be perpetuated by parents, but also have an immediate impact on their 
children, who consequently develop nervousness, stress, and anxiety. Furthermore, 
children in impoverished conditions often face sleep deprivation. According to Nickelson 
(2014), brain functionality plummets when children are deprived of sleep. Fatigue, short 
attention span, and poor short term memory are symptoms associated with sleep 
deprivation. Poor children also may lack adequate nutrition and may face an increased 
exposure to pollutants that disrupt neurocognitive functions (Farah, Shera, Savage, 
Betancourt, Giannetta, Brodsky, Malmud, & Hurt, 2006). Lack of substantial, nutritional 
food can impede cognitive development and cause psychological stressors that are felt by 
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the children (Hernandez & Jacknowitz, 2009; Perez-Eschimilla & Vianna, 2012 Fram, 
Ritchie, Rosen, & Frongillo, 2015).  
 Many sociologists and neurologists attribute life experiences to the development 
of the brain. In poor conditions, young children have a decreased likelihood of having 
these experiences, which may include attending museums and other places of interest and 
being exposed to varied educational stimuli (Lipina & Colombo, 2009). In one study, 
students in kindergarten were examined and subjected to a series of tests. Questionnaires 
and surveys were also distributed to parents. The researchers found that stress and 
environmental complexities attributed to socioeconomic status caused poorer students to 
have more underdeveloped memory systems, language ability, and vocabulary (Farah et 
al., 2006). The study revealed ample basis to link poor socioeconomic status to slower 
cognitive development among young people.  
Food Insecurity 
    Food insecurity, which is the notion of not having a steady supply of food in a 
household, is one of the leading causes of student underachievement in schools. 
According to a report released by the National Center for Children in Poverty, students 
who face food insecurity have significantly lower test scores than those who are 
adequately nourished (Wright, Thampi, & Briggs, 2010). A longitudinal study was 
conducted on welfare recipients, which concluded that food insecurity leads to depressive 
symptoms in teen welfare recipients, deficient interpersonal relationships, academic 
difficulties, and social development delays. Due to the cost of fresh fruits and vegetables, 
meat, and dairy products, low-income families often resort to purchasing less expensive, 
less nutritional food (Hannuma, Liu, & Frongillo, 2014). One health problem that has 
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been associated with food insecurity is anemia, which develops as a result of an iron 
deficiency. Anemia causes children to experience more tiredness, weakness or low levels 
of energy, and memory shortfalls. Iron deficient children do not score as well on 
standardized tests relative to their counterparts who are not iron deficient (Pollitt, Golub, 
Gorman, Grantham-McGregor, Levitsky, Schurch, Strupp, & Wachs, 1996). 
   While poverty and food insecurity are threats to the student’s health and cognitive 
development, they are also a threat to the student’s socio-emotional development. Food 
insecure children at preschool age tend to internalize their problems. Social skills are 
impeded, while behavior is typically less positive. These students tend to show more 
aggression, hostility, withdrawal, and other distressed behaviors (Dunifon & Kowaleski-
Jones, 2003). One of the biggest concerns among educators is the high chronic depression 
rates among impoverished youth. This depression leads some to commit, or attempt, 
suicide. The suicide rate among teens in impoverished areas has been increasing in recent 
years (Alaimo, Olson, & Frongillo, 2002).  
Government Educational Initiatives and Title I Schools 
Title I Schools 
The term "Title I" emerged in the 1960s under the secondary education plan 
advanced by President Lyndon Johnson. Title I schools were defined as schools that had 
a large proportion of poor students among their student population. In 2005, Title I 
schools received approximately $13 billion, which was to be used to help close the 
achievement gap between low-income students and their more affluent peers (Roza & 
Hill, 2005). The U.S. government determines qualification for Title I status by examining 
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the percentage of students that qualify for free or subsidized lunches. Title I schools face 
a myriad of problems, ranging from student absenteeism, low graduation rates, family 
issues attributed to poverty, students working full time jobs, and illegal student activity 
(U.S. Justice Department, 2001). While many students living in poverty face problems in 
their Title I designated schools, some students thrive despite their environment, according 
to a recent study by Harry K. Wong (2009). Some students in his study viewed their 
poverty as a great challenge to be overcome, and many were able to rise to this challenge.  
Title I schools came about as a result of various studies that occurred during the 
middle part of the 20
th
 century, which included a comprehensive comparison of wealthy 
and poor schools written by Patricia Sexton in the 1950s. Sexton’s study examined the 
link between educational opportunities and the income level of students. What she 
discovered was that remedial services, such as tutoring, were more readily available to 
students who attend higher-income schools. In the lower-income schools, there was a 
high turnover rate of students, and dropout rates were 22 times higher in some low-
income schools (Sexton, 1961). A staggering 42% of low-income schools had no 
cafeteria or free meals (Stickney & Plunkett, 1983). Because of these issues, and unequal 
distribution of resources, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was 
introduced in an attempt to solve this problem through the creation of Title I funding.  
Title I funding sought to improve educational opportunities for students from low-
income households. However, during the 1960s and into the 1970s, there was little 
oversight as to how Title I funds were being appropriated. Some schools bolstered their 
extracurricular programs, added Title I nurses, or built school projects that had little to do 
with the needs of their low-income students (Stickney & Plunkett, 1983). Due to this lack 
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of oversight, schools funded under Title I saw little increase in achievement. In the 
1970s, additional stipulations were added by the Department of Education to ensure that 
schools were using the funding for the subject areas that were deemed in need, as well as 
including additional funds for language arts, mathematics, and reading. Title I schools 
began to reap the benefits, as impoverished students experienced nearly a 10% increase in 
reading scores compared to a 2% increase in the scores of non-Title I school students 
(National Assessment of Educational Progress, 1981).  
Title I has been credited, at least in part, to closing the achievement gap between 
more disadvantaged students and more advantaged students. During the 1970s and 1980s, 
the achievement gap between these groups of students closed by one-third (Education 
Research Center, 2004). However, two studies conducted during the 1990s refuted the 
apparent success of Title I (Puma et al., 1993; Rotberg & Harvey, 1993). The premise 
behind the report of Rotberg and Harvey is that Title I funding has been unable to keep 
pace with the needs of poor urban and rural school districts. Poor school districts 
continue to be underfunded, despite government efforts through Title I. According to the 
report, a more statewide and equitable distribution of school funding is needed. 
According to a study initiated by the U.S. Department of Education (Puma et al., 1993), 
students at Title I schools continue to lag behind other schools’ students in terms of 
reading and mathematics skills, creativity, and school attendance.   
 According to the U.S. Department of Justice (2001), one of the largest problems 
facing impoverished schools is chronic student absenteeism. The more students are truant 
from school, the more likely it is that the students will underachieve, receive poor grades, 
and eventually drop out of school. According to Doris Jones (2006), there is quite a 
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profound difference in attendance between at-risk students and students who are not at 
risk. While students who were not at risk had an attendance rate of 92%, at-risk students 
had an 80% attendance rate. The number of lower-income students who dropped out of 
school in 2009 was significantly higher than higher-income students. According to the 
U.S. Department of Education (2009), approximately 7.4% of low-income students 
dropped out of school, compared to 1.4% of  those who were not low-income students. 
There is an assumption by low-income students that they cannot compete academically 
with their more affluent peers and consequently dropout of school (Thomas, 2009). The 
U.S. Department of Justice officials suggest that school absenteeism is a contributing 
factor to the higher dropout rates, which is one of the many problems facing Title I 
schools.  
There are additional issues inhibiting the success of students at Title I schools. 
Teachers at Title I schools are increasingly frustrated by the lack of opportunities for their 
students. According to a study by Travenise (2012), affluent children are more likely to 
attend day care centers and high-quality preschools, go to museums, and engage in brain-
stimulating activities. When these students begin school, they have done approximately 
400 hours more literacy-driven activities than their low-income peers. Teaching at 
schools with high poverty levels leads to a substantial amount of teacher burnout, despite 
the fact that most teachers report that teaching in these schools can be extremely 
rewarding (Parrett & Budge, 2012). A major obstacle for teachers is the perception of 
schools by impoverished community members. The treatment of minorities and the poor 
has led to reduced trust in educational institutions (Kain, 2011). Family factors such as an 
indifference toward education and high mobility of families in poor areas continues to 
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hinder progress for lower-income students (Jones, 2006). As families move from place to 
place, the children are disadvantaged by discontinuity in their education. Students seek 
employment to increase their family incomes. For example, a staggering 49% of children 
in Philadelphia live in households where no parent has full-time, year-round employment 
(Coley & Baker, 2013). Students are more likely to experience academic problems in 
school, as they attempt to progress and learn material with which their peers are already 
familiar (Rothstein, 2008).  
In 2011, the Center on Education Policy released a report to explain its findings 
on Title I schools, and whether or not the achievement gap is closing. Since the Title I 
program is the largest federally funded elementary and secondary education aid program, 
there are many officials who would like to see significant outcomes. According to the 
data gathered, Title I schools are improving at faster rates than non-Title I schools. From 
2002 to 2009, Title I schools experienced an 89% improvement in reading and 90% in 
mathematics. Non-title I schools also saw gains of 56% and 80%, respectively. The report 
showed that the achievement gap is narrowing but remains prevalent, particularly in the 
lower grades and in minority communities, which saw minimal gains. The report suggests 
that Title I students are unlikely to become proficient learners without intensive efforts to 
meet their individual needs (Kober, McMurrer, & Silva, 2011).  
No Child Left Behind 
The No Child Left Behind program was initiated in the early 2000s in an attempt 
to bring all schools and all students up to par with the rest of the world. The ultimate goal 
was for schools to reach total proficiency in math and reading among their students 
(Kamenetz, 2014). A greater emphasis was placed on standardized test scores and schools 
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were expected to meet “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) goals. Schools were required to 
show improvement in test scores or risk being taken over by government entities or 
closed down completely. Title I schools, or poorer schools where the majority of students 
receive free or subsidized lunches, were the most affected by the new legislation. 
Funding for Title I schools was directly tied to the new government measure (Houston, 
2007). Schools that were high in poverty, served minority groups, and were urban were 
least likely to meet AYP goals. These schools were placed on an improvement plan that 
often did not yield results (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Proposed Title I funds 
were to be utilized by low-income students for summer tutoring programs, as well as 
family literacy initiatives (Bland-Washington, 2009). Additional funds were to be used to 
ease the teacher-student ratio and devote more resources to underprivileged students and 
students with disabilities (Heurer & Stullich, 2011).  
The majority of non-Title I schools achieved AYP status, while the Title I schools 
were harmed the most; they were denied funding and forced to dismiss otherwise 
effective teachers (Stancil, 2005). The misguided logic was that an incentive-based 
program would encourage underperforming schools’ staff to work harder for their 
students, allowing them to make academic gains.  
Race to the Top (RTTT) 
    Race to the Top is an incentive-based education program that was introduced in 
2011, awarding billions of dollars to states that improve their schools and increase their 
standardized test scores. The Department of Education Secretary, Arne Duncan, and 
United States President Barack Obama wanted to encourage schools and states to push 
their students and educators to the highest levels based on teacher effectiveness, 
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assessments, and standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). While the program has 
sought to improve education for all students, it has received mixed reviews from students, 
teachers, administrators, and government leaders. The program is disproportionately 
antagonistic to urban public schools where students traditionally underperform on 
standardized tests. Accountability measures were increased for teachers and 
administrators whereby they could lose their employment at the school if their students 
were unable to learn. Pennsylvania recently adopted some of the Race to the Top 
measures, linking student achievement on standardized test scores to teacher evaluations. 
These new evaluation systems are required for schools as they attempt to receive a 
portion of the $4.3 billion in RTTT funding (Miller & Hanna, 2014). Minority and 
impoverished students are the most negatively affected groups under this program. In 
inner-city schools, teachers act not only as the providers of information and learning, but 
as role models that those students may not have in other spheres of their lives. During the 
2012-2013 school year, newly adopted teacher evaluations indicated that only 65% of 
teachers in Delaware and 61% in Washington, D.C. were effective (Miller & Hanna, 
2014). With an exponential increase in the emphasis on mathematics and literature, 
teachers admitted to spending less time building positive rapport with students and more 
time working through the subject matter with them (Onosko, 2014).  
     Has the increased emphasis on standardized testing contributed to higher student 
testing scores over the past several years? The simple answer is “no.” High-stakes testing 
has led to lower self-esteem, lack of motivation, and the labeling of students (Afflerback, 
2005). A study measured student averages on the SAT exam in 2006 and again in 2010. 
Under the increased emphasis on standardized test preparation under No Child Left 
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Behind, one would assume that an increase in scores would have been demonstrated. 
However, the scores were flat with very slight changes. The average SAT score actually 
fell from a score of 1518 in 2006 to a score of 1509 in 2010 (Onosco, 2014). The largest 
net loss scores occurred among African Americans, who saw their scores decrease from 
1291 to 1277. In the impoverished schools of New York City, 8% of eighth grade 
students were forced to repeat that grade, in part due to the emphasis on test scores. The 
schools lost funding due to budget cuts, which had the effect of canceling the after-school 
tutoring programs that would have benefited these eighth grade students (Onosco, 2014). 
Punitive conceptual models of school reform, particularly in poorer school districts, have 
not produced a higher quality of student. Rather, the opposite has occurred (Mokhtar & 
Hester, 2011). According to Elaine Weiss of the Economic Policy Institute (2013), there 
exists a strong disconnect among the RTTT initiatives and the factors affecting the 
achievement gap. Administrators are disheartened by the initiatives, as they feel 
pressured to release teachers that are deemed ineffective, while bringing in other un-
credentialed teachers to fill the void (Winerip, 2013). Weiss (2013) cites the hurried 
implementation of the program as its biggest fault.  
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
 In 2015, the United States Department of Education re-authorized the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 by enacting the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA). The purpose of this act was to address the problems associated with the most 
recent large-scale educational initiative, NCLB. ESSA allows for alternative academic 
standards for students with cognitive deficiencies, instead of having all students subject 
to the same standards in a one-size-fits-all model. The major difference between NCLB 
 31 
 
and ESSA is that the notion of “adequate-yearly-progress” is eliminated. Under NCLB, 
all school districts had to show improvement amongst their students with no exceptions. 
Under ESSA, the requirement for 100% proficiency for students in reading and 
mathematics was eliminated (Education and the Workforce Committee, 2015). ESSA 
also seeks to transfer more power to local school districts to address their unique 
problems (Klein, 2016). 
 Even though ESSA has not yet been implemented in many parts of the United 
States, problems are beginning to surface with respect to the new law. Senator Lamar 
Alexander, a co-sponsor and co-author of the law, accused the Department of Education 
of attempting to skirt several of its provisions in order to dictate to districts how to make 
spending per pupil at Title I schools more comparable to affluent schools (Collins, 2016). 
Lamar charges that the government should not intervene in the definition of 
“comparable.” Title I schools will continue to receive federal funding under the 
legislation with an increase of $14.4 billion in 2016 to $16.2 billion by 2020 (Burke, 
2015). ESSA also permits Title I funding to be used for the identification of gifted 
students (Clarenbach, 2016). In essence, the same Title I funding can be employed in 
more areas. The nationwide distribution of Title I funds to school districts is also a 
problem, as Title I funding continues to be awarded by through complex formulas and is 
characterized by a lack of accountability (Mesecar & Miller, 2015). ESSA has been 
implemented to improve upon the faults of NCLB; as this new program is implemented 
nationwide, the next few years will determine the law’s success. 
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Mentoring Models and Schools 
Mentoring and Mentoring Models 
 In recent years, schools have begun to implement mentoring programs to meet the 
needs of their students. Michael Garringer and Patti MacRae (2008) refer to mentoring in 
their book, Foundations of Successful Youth Mentoring, as an “increasingly popular way 
of providing guidance and support to young people in need.” The purpose behind many 
mentoring programs is to help students improve their grades, increase college or work 
readiness, and support them in non-academic ways, such as offering encouragement and 
discussing life goals (Randolph & Johnson, 2008). Some schools, such as the SEED 
Foundation and Harlem’s Children Zone, have taken the notion of mentoring to a higher 
level, where mentoring is an accepted responsibility of teachers and other faculty 
members.  
    Schools that offer student mentoring by faculty members are more likely to have 
students who achieve higher academic success, are accepted into college, and have 
positive role models (Ashtiani & Feliciano, 2012). Students from households of lower 
socioeconomic status who have had mentors not only succeed in high school, but in post-
secondary settings as well. According to a study conducted by Mariam Ashtiani and 
Cynthia Feliciano (2012), over 70% of students who were mentored by teachers, 
guidance counselors, or coaches went on to attend college. College completion for 
students without mentors was at 19%, while those with mentors had a 31-45% 
completion rate at college. Secondary schools that offer mentoring programs significantly 
increase college readiness for students (Kenning, 2011). With completion rates nearly 
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doubling for students with mentors, it is likely that the student-mentor relationship had a 
significant and positive impact on the lives of these students. 
 Many secondary schools have adopted mentoring programs similar to the ones 
established at Promise Academy and the SEED Program. For example, a group of high 
schools in the Bronx area of New York City began to implement mentoring programs 
designed to increase the graduation rates of its students. According to the U.S. Census 
Bureau (2010), over 40% of the Bronx children fell below the poverty line. The reality 
exists that many students from these families may be the first to finish high school and 
possibly attend college. Mentors help to diminish the impact of barriers unrelated to 
school that could prevent students from reaching their potential. Mentors can assist in 
reducing student absenteeism, improving the will to achieve among students, improving 
school attitudes, and potentially providing students with post-secondary advice and 
opportunities in the college realm (National Mentoring Partnership, 2012).  
 Increasing opportunity for low-income students is paramount and a significant 
part of many mentoring initiatives. Students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds 
struggle with college readiness. In fact, only 9% of these students ultimately receive 
college degrees (Korn, 2015). Academic achievement by the eighth grade is one of the 
key predictors of college readiness. Mentoring these students helps to reduce the 
likelihood of failure in a post-secondary setting. High school mentors were found to bring 
about significant improvement in algebra test scores. One-on-one programs, such as the 
Posse Foundation, mentor underprivileged students from high school through college. An 
astonishing 90% of Posse Foundation scholars graduate from college programs. Some 
colleges offer mentoring programs for individual students from poor backgrounds and 
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have experienced an increase in graduation rates. In high school, a mentoring program 
known as College Track has helped many young people striving to attend college. Ninety 
percent of College Track students were accepted to a four-year college program 
compared to 50% of students who were not members of the College Track mentoring 
program. GEARUP is another mentoring program that has seen success in improving the 
college acceptance rate of lower-income students. Forty-six percent of GEARUP students 
enrolled in college, compared to 34% enrollment by low-income students who did not 
participate in the program (U.S. Executive Office, 2014). These mentoring programs 
have shown the impact that mentors can have on low-income students.  
 Mentoring can significantly close the achievement gap between high school 
students of varying socioeconomic status (Dubois, Portillo, et al., 2011). One of the major 
differences between low-income households and middle- to upper-income households is 
the lack of resources available to assist lower-income children. According to a study of 
high school graduates conducted by Hoxby and Avery (2013), approximately 55% of 
low-income students, 67% of middle-income students, and 84% of high-income students 
enroll in college. In their study, they found that many low-income, high achieving 
students never apply to selective colleges in order to further their educations. Rather, they 
apply to colleges most suited to their economic or geographical needs, which can be 
difficult without outside mentoring and assistance. Mentoring allows students to have the 
opportunity and knowledge to apply to selective colleges, since high school guidance 
counselors with rosters of 500 or more students may be ill-prepared to address the needs 
of each low-income student. Mentors can better assist individual students (U.S. 
Department of Education, 1998). Mentors can also be helpful in academic preparedness 
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unrelated to the school curriculum, such as responsibility and goal setting (Smith, 2013). 
They can reinforce the importance of attending school, having good work habits, and 
acquiring strong study skills (U.S. Department of Education, 1998).  
 There has been a general acceptance of mentoring programs in recent years as a 
means to improve opportunities for low-income individuals and close the achievement 
gap. According to one study (Grineski, 2009), students who were mentored for one or 
two hours per week saw dramatic improvements in academic grades. In Grineski’s study, 
which paired low-income secondary students with college mentors, 90% of students 
reported looking forward to spending time with their mentors. Mentoring students after 
school is very important, as students are most likely to engage in misbehavior between 
the hours of 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. (Newman, Fox, Flynn, & Christenson, 2000). 
Mentoring programs such as Big Brothers and Big Sisters reduces risky behavior. In this 
program, young adults are paired with younger mentees to serve as their role models, 
assist them with homework, and spend time with them. According to data derived from 
the program, mentees in the program are 33% less likely to resort to violent behavior, 
46% less likely to use illegal drugs, and 53% less likely to miss classes (U.S. Department 
of Education, 1998).  
 One of the most successful mentoring programs is the Sponsor a Scholar (SAS) 
program in Philadelphia (Foster, 2011; Pulley, 2014). SAS was initiated in the early 
1990s in the Philadelphia School District. Adult mentors offer to help at-risk high school 
students during their years of high school or college. The students involved in the 
program experienced higher grade point averages and improved attendance. The mentor 
also has direct contact with the parents of the mentee, which further helps educational 
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outcomes (Foster, 2011). In an early study of the program, Amy Johnson (1999) found 
that 85% of these students enrolled in college after graduation, compared to 64% of those 
not in the program. The students were more likely than their non-SAS peers to visit 
colleges, inquire about financial aid, and enroll in SAT preparation courses. A similar 
program, entitled “I mentor”, has also experienced success, as volunteer mentors are 
matched with nearly 12,000 at-risk students. These mentors guide their mentees in 
making decisions about post-secondary schooling. The mentors also nurture non-
cognitive skills such as motivation, self-discipline, and perseverance, which in turn, 
promote academic success. Mentors make a four-year commitment to the mentee 
students, and 67% of students who took part in the program enrolled in college in 2013 
(Pulley, 2014). In conclusion, the Sponsor a Scholar and “I mentor” programs have been 
successful mentoring initiatives that have experienced success in preparing students for 
college, while also having a profoundly positive impact on student academics. 
The SEED Program 
    Two innovators and school reformers changed the traditional model of schools 
with the creation of SEED (School for Educational Evolution and Development). Rajiv 
Vinnakota, a research analyst, and Eric Adler, a former teacher, started the school in 
Washington, D.C. to serve the impoverished urban children of the area. Their reasoning 
was evident when they were asked why they had created this school during a 60 Minutes 
interview. Adler stated, “You have boarding schools for rich kids. Why not have them for 
poor kids?” While the project started in Washington, D.C., it has since grown to include 
locations in Baltimore, Miami, and Cincinnati. According to Vinnakota, “education is the 
 37 
 
solution to just about every social problem.” Research into the SEED Program indicates 
that his assumption may be correct (Streeter, 2010). 
    SEED revolves around the philosophy that failing public schools and 
neighborhood distractions are two of the most damaging factors that hinder learning. 
SEED addresses these problems by boarding the students from Sunday evening until 
Friday afternoon, and providing a challenging curriculum combined with individual 
responsibilities. The urban boarding school students are not permitted to watch television, 
play video games, or access social media. During the middle school years, students have 
two periods of mathematics and English. Students have mandatory reading time of at 
least 45 minutes per day. After-school tutorials can last from the conclusion of school at 
4:00 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. The results of this experiment have been staggering. Students at 
SEED score 55% higher than their public school peers in reading and 40% higher in math 
(Streeter, 2010).  
 SEED is a school that places a high emphasis on its mentoring program. At 
SEED, teachers are expected to not only teach content to their students, but also to 
mentor them, helping them to achieve their academic and life goals. Students are closely 
guided through their high school academics and when making a decision to attend a 
university (Friedman, 2013). The teachers and administrators use a college success 
equation to appropriately place the students in the colleges where they are most likely to 
experience success. SEED also engages in a community partnership where local 
volunteers also serve as mentors to the youth at the school. Data have shown that the 
mentoring of the youth at the school has been successful, with 92% of SEED graduates 
enrolling in college after graduation (The SEED Foundation, 2013).  
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    SEED seeks to develop a new outlook for the young, impoverished youth of 
southwestern Washington, D.C. Lessons in integrity, self-discipline, and charity are 
emphasized. In addition to a rigorous academic curriculum, students must complete 60 
hours of community service, apply to at least five colleges, and take the SAT exam 
(Lamourt, 2012). Raising expectations has been an important part of SEED, and the 
students have adopted the attitude that they will graduate high school and advance to 
college. Students interviewed at SEED stated that they try harder because of the 
compassion of the teachers and the realization that they do not have to be concerned for 
their own safety. One student who was enrolled in the school had been shot in the leg and 
shot at twice. SEED was this student’s refuge and his opportunity to escape the violence 
of his neighborhood. The mental models of the teachers include the idea that all children 
can learn, and all children can attend college. Research conducted in 2011 indicated that 
93% of students at SEED moved on to a post-secondary educational institution (Streeter, 
2010). It shows the overall success of a program that has addressed poverty through 
innovative schools. 
    The SEED Foundation has been increasingly popular, and some states have 
agreed to contracts with SEED to develop schools in traditionally poor, urban areas. For 
example, Miami, Florida will have a SEED Program for the 2014-2015 school year. 
According the Department of Education in Florida, it agreed with SEED officials to a 
five-year contract with optional renewals. In this agreement, the Department of Education 
officials used contractual language around addressing the needs of at-risk students and 
transforming them into college-bound students (Miller, 2014). 
 
 39 
 
Harlem Children’s Zone 
    Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ) and the charter school within it, known as 
Promise Academy, has as its goal ending the cycle of generational poverty. This is the 
ambitious idea of Geoffrey Canada, who recently retired as the leader of the HCZ. In 
2013, Canada was listed as one of the 50 best leaders in the world, alongside Pope 
Francis (Agovino, 2014). The zone itself consists of a 97-block neighborhood in Harlem. 
It is more than a school, as the zone houses a community center, family medical and 
dental care sites, playgrounds, recreational areas, and adult learning centers. He also 
created a “baby college” where young parents could attend a nine-week course on 
responsible parenting. Canada wanted to create an environment where students felt safe, 
their minds not preoccupied with threats of violence, guns, and rape. He runs the charter 
school, known as Promise Academy, free from the bureaucracy that some believe hinder 
public school education. Canada has addressed poverty by closing the achievement gap 
between poor and rich students with his unique, school-based community (Schorn, 2006). 
    The structure of Canada’s school is similar to many other charter schools, but the 
standards are very high in comparison. Admission is done by lottery, and many parents 
view admission into the school as a way to escape poverty through a solid education. 
Many of the parents who applied to the school felt that admission was the only way that 
their children were going to succeed, because the odds of them succeeding in a resource-
poor public school were unlikely. Promise Academy derives its name from the idea that 
Canada promises all parents that their sons or daughters will have the opportunity to go to 
college at the conclusion of their time at the school. The school day is longer, the school 
is open on Saturdays, and summer vacation is a meager three weeks long. There is also 
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increased teacher accountability, whereby ineffective teachers are promptly relieved of 
their teaching duties. Having more stringent rules and expectations differentiates Promise 
Academy from other schools in the area (Schorn, 2006). 
The results of the HCZ have been very promising, and different communities have 
attempted to emulate the work of Geoffrey Canada in different cities throughout the 
United States. Each year, the graduation rates at Promise Academy approach 100%, and 
approximately 93% of students continue their studies and attend college. When students 
begin in the school, African-American students face a four-year achievement gap with 
their Caucasian peers in terms of reading level. By the time students at Promise Academy 
are in the fourth grade, that gap has been eliminated. The investment in education makes 
sense. According to Canada, taxpayers can pay $5,000 per year for education, $60,000 
per year for incarceration, or $100,000 for confinement at a juvenile detention center 
(Canada, 2013). By attempting to produce college-bound individuals, the school is 
addressing poverty by putting people in a position to have better employment, enabling 
them to escape the cycle of poverty.  
    In 2013, the HCZ had not only formed relationships with the community, but with 
academic centers that could better prepare the Promise Academy students. The HCZ 
worked with the Princeton Review Board, the authors of the SAT, ACT, and AP exams, 
to implement a new college readiness initiative. This was designed to help students 
prepare for the college admission process. The program includes college admissions 
advice, content instruction, and test preparation. The overall goal of having 100% of 
students attend college after leaving Promise Academy has led students and parents to 
take the 100% pledge. The HCZ and Princeton Review have begun teaching lessons to 
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college-bound students on time management, study skills, and “early edge” courses in 
mathematics and language arts. SAT and ACT preparation classes are currently being 
offered to HCZ students. To date, Promise Academy graduates have received over $20 
million in scholarships and grants, based on their academic achievements. With nearly 
30% of students dropping out of college after the first year, the HCZ and Princeton 
Review are working together to ensure that students leaving the HCZ are truly ready and 
will succeed in college (Anonymous, 2010).  
    The multilayered approach used by the Harlem Children’s Zone to eradicate 
poverty through education costs approximately $23,000 per student. This is slightly 
higher than the New York City average, which is closer to $19,000 per student (Wallcott, 
2014). Some critics attribute the ability of Promise Academy students to outperform their  
public school peers in the city to the additional resources available to the HCZ. This 
$4,000 difference is needed to continue operating the many programs within the HCZ. 
With 63% of children born into poverty and nearly half receiving food assistance and 
SNAP benefits, the operating costs are slightly higher (Agovino, 2014). The HCZ may 
expend more funds per student, but the school also produces better education, test scores, 
and graduation rates, as well as students who are college-bound.  
Conclusion and Summary 
    The effects of poverty on education encompass a wide array of subjects. Slower 
cognitive development, impeded social behavior, malnutrition, and exposure to negative 
societal entities are all experienced in impoverished areas. While the federal government 
has interceded on behalf of students from lower socioeconomic classes, research has 
shown that the federal government’s involvement under No Child Left Behind and Race 
 42 
 
to the Top has disproportionately affected poorer schools and poorer students, to their 
detriment. An immense social inequity exists, as students from lower-income families 
have significantly fewer opportunities than their more affluent peers. Some institutions, 
such as the SEED Foundation and the Harlem Children’s Zone, value education as an 
approach to end the cycle of poverty. The structures of these two entities can lay the 
foundation for a future of educated individuals in the United States.  
 Some schools have adopted mentoring programs led by teachers, in the hope of 
providing students with role models who will oversee their decision-making processes. 
Schools that have adopted these programs have experienced a plethora of positive results, 
including higher graduation rates, lower student absenteeism, increased academic 
success, and increasing admissions to post-secondary educational institutions. Because of 
the limited amount of research that focuses exclusively on low-income students in a rural 
setting and the impacts of mentoring, additional research must be conducted. Additional 
research can also solidify the conclusions reached by other scholars who have found 
mentoring to have had a positive impact on students.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
 The purpose of the research is to examine the connection between the mentoring 
of low-income students and their academic success. The overall goal is to examine 
whether or not the implementation of mentoring programs at low-income school districts 
addresses the achievement gap that exists between students of low-income districts and 
those of more affluent ones. This chapter focuses on the research design, rationale, data 
collection, site description, participants, and ethical concerns.  
The components of this chapter include characteristics of the action research 
study. The action research evaluated a new mentoring program, designated to assist poor 
students with their academics. Quantitative and qualitative data were determined using a 
variety of methods. The site and population of the designated in the action research 
project are thoroughly explained in the following sections.  
Research Design and Rationale 
 The type of design that best suits the research question is the mixed methods case 
study design. The research question is “how has a district-led mentoring program 
influenced the lives of students of lower socioeconomic status?” There are several 
reasons why this design is preferable to other approaches. First, qualitative researchers in 
this design format are interested in how people interpret their experiences (Benz & 
Newman, 1998). In this study, the researcher sought to discover how socioeconomically 
disadvantaged students fare in this high school mentoring program, and how they view 
the program. The researcher mediated any potential conflict by conducting anonymous 
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surveys and assuring the students that all data would be maintained with the utmost 
regard for confidentiality. The researcher also omitted students from the study that the 
researcher had previously mentored. The purpose of the study was to learn the impact of 
the school’s mentoring program on the lives of the student participants. Basic qualitative 
research also values how and what the participants attribute to their experiences. It was 
the researcher’s responsibility to ascertain information about the students' potential 
successes and failures in the program. In a non-academic sense, the study also included 
feedback based on information from the students to identify their opinions on the 
mentoring program and the participating faculty.  
 This dissertation study qualifies as a case study design, as it consisted of  teachers 
gathering information in an educational setting in order to improve student learning and 
the operation of the educational environment. Changes were then implemented based on 
the data collection and findings. In this study, data were collected to examine whether or 
not participating in a mentoring program for poor students helps close the achievement 
gap between them and their wealthier peers. Case studies allow teachers to reflect on 
their own practices, and if mentoring students increased student achievement, teachers 
would be highly likely to devote the extra time to doing so. The case study in this 
instance is also self-reflective and participatory, as the researcher was the individual 
primarily involved in the mentoring program (Creswell, 2012, pp. 577-586). The case 
study investigated the mentoring program in its context, using different methods in an 
attempt to triangulate data, which is a goal of the case study (Johannson, 2003), and thus 
produce a generalization about the mentoring of low-income students and its effects. 
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 It was important to use the case study design in this situation, as it involves a 
bound system. There were a limited number of participants and a finite period of time 
within which to conduct the study. Case studies generally involve a process, issue, or 
concern (Merrian, 2009). In this situation, the concern was the examination of the impact 
of a mentoring program on lower-income students. One of the major components of the 
case study according to Creswell, (2007) is the accumulation of a variety of sources of 
information through observations, interviews, surveys, and reports. In this case study, a 
survey was administered, multiple interviews with teachers and students were conducted 
and recorded, and academic data from the mentee students were also gathered, 
conforming to Creswell’s notion that case studies should involve various data collection 
techniques.  
 The case study was completed using a mixed methods approach with both 
quantitative and qualitative data having been gathered. According to Creswell (2012), the 
results of the mixed methods approach lead to a triangulation of data. Specifically, the 
mixed methods approach to be utilized is the convergent design data collection technique. 
Using this technique, equal priority is given to both quantitative and qualitative data, 
which then leads to an interpretation or hypothesis. The results are then compared to see 
if the two produce similar or dissimilar results.  
 For this study, the quantitative data included, for example, test score results, the 
number of discipline referrals, and student improvement in classes, as indicated by their 
grades. The mixed methods approach allowed for a thorough consideration of one of the 
main research problems concerning the impact of the school’s mentoring program on  
disadvantaged youth. Some data were gathered based on focus groups, interviews, and 
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surveys that were difficult to quantify. For example, the mentoring program had results 
that would not be shown in a quantitative analysis of test score results and student grades, 
such as students developing more positive attitudes about school or increased confidence. 
The qualitative data tended to be more open-ended, while the quantitative was more 
close-ended in this study. The researcher then analyzed the data acquired to identify 
common themes, in order to potentially triangulate themes.  
 The sampling approach for this case study was purposive, non-probability 
sampling, because the researcher wanted to understand and discover a specific 
phenomenon in this case study. Thus, the researcher was required to choose individuals 
from whom he could learn the most. There are some aspects of convenience sampling in 
the case study, as the sample was comprised of students and faculty from the researcher’s 
own place of employment; however, the large sample size produced a wealth of data for 
the case study (Merriam, 2009, pp. 77-79). The type of purposive sampling method used 
was maximum variation sampling, which is the best option for case studies that involve 
few participants. The goal was to capture and describe the outcomes, which may vary 
based on the backgrounds of the students and their mentoring experiences. The maximum 
variation sampling strategy turned the weakness of having a semi-heterogeneous group 
— in this case, low-income students with various backgrounds and experiences — into a 
strength. Any common patterns that developed as a result of the research lent that much 
more validity to the case study and the conclusions reached in the process (Hoepfl, 1997).  
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Site and Population 
Population Description 
 The population of those involved in the study shared several characteristics. First, 
they were male and female students, aged 14 to 18. These students were located at a 
specific high school and had the opportunity to be mentored through the school’s 
mentoring program. Second, the students involved in the study were classified as living 
in low-income households. This classification was based on whether or not the students 
received free or subsidized lunches. Third, the students had some academic or social 
difficulties in the past, which would validate the need for a mentor teacher. These issues 
included academic difficulties in certain classes, frequent discipline referrals, or failure to 
be proficient in some forms of standardized testing. In this sample size, poverty did not 
discriminate against gender and ethnicity, as both were represented as corresponding to 
the relative percentage of the town's population. These students and the data they 
provided were key to answering the study’s research questions.  
 The number of participants involved in the mentoring program was dependent on 
the recommendations of the administration and the Student Intervention Team. The 
students being mentored in this study were 15 low-income, academically struggling 
individuals. This number of participants provided an ample amount of data for the case 
study. The students participating in the study corresponded to an equal number of teacher 
participants. This participation allowed for the optimization of data acquired for this 
study. 
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Site Description 
 The site of the mixed methods study was a high school which has students in 
grades 9 to 12. The school is a rural high school located in Pennsylvania, 35 miles from a 
major city. This school was an excellent site for this study, as a substantial number of 
students received free or subsidized lunches. In 2012, this group of students constituted 
32.6% of the student population (New America Foundation, 2013). The town itself was 
economically depressed, as more and more coal mines had closed. The majority of people 
in the community could not find work in the town and resorted to driving to nearby cities 
of 30,000 or 100,000 people for employment. The median household income was 
$31,550, comparing unfavorably to the Pennsylvania average of $51,230 (City-data, 
2013). The percentage of the town's residents living in poverty was 25.5%, including 
81% of Latinos. Approximately 8% of people were living 50% below the poverty level. 
Children were, by far, most affected by the downtrodden economy. For example, a 
staggering 57.1% of females age 15-17 were classified as being poor. Nearly 12% of 
people over the age of 25 were unemployed in the town (City-data, 2013).  
 Because of the high concentration of poverty in this town of 7,000 people, the 
high school was designated as a Title I school in 2014. Title I schools receive additional 
government funding to close the achievement gap between the rich and the poor. The 
district used a portion of the funds to hire another math teacher and learning support 
teacher. Another pressing problem associated with poverty is the lack of computer access 
poor students have in their homes. The mentoring program was in a position to help poor 
students for another reason in this district, in particular. According to City-data (2013), 
65.4% of poor households living in this town were single mother households with no 
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husband present. This research site provided many participants for the research and case 
study, linking poor students with mentors as a means to close the achievement gap. 
Site Access 
 The researcher had access to the site, the potential participants in the study, the 
staff members involved in the school’s mentoring program, and the quantitative data, 
which included students' grades, standardized test scores, and discipline referrals. The 
researcher placed great importance on protecting the integrity of the site and received 
administrative approval to conduct this study. Teachers and students were given 
pseudonyms to protect their identities at the site. The researcher worked closely with the 
administration throughout the process to address any concerns that developed as 
information was gathered. 
Research Methods 
 The methods used to gather data included the use of interviews, surveys, test 
scores, student grades, and student referrals. Data were gathered from the six student 
participants, the six mentor teachers, one building administrator, and one school nurse. 
During the first stage of the action research, quantitative data were gathered, which 
included the previous year’s grades of students classified as poor, and their discipline 
referrals. This followed the pattern of a mixed methods, convergent design approach, as 
qualitative data and quantitative data were used to identify patterns. This initial research 
created a solid baseline from which progress or decline was charted. During the 
mentoring program initiative, teachers provided qualitative feedback on the students who 
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were mentored in terms of surveys and interviews. The data were then used to defend or 
refute the findings of the quantitative data. (Creswell, 2012, pp. 542-546). 
 When evaluating the mentoring program mentioned in the research question, 
quantitative data were gathered through academic results, charting improvement or 
declination. Data were also gathered through student grades, subject exams, quality of 
work, and discipline referrals. Qualitative data were gathered through surveys and 
interviews with the students, teachers, administrators, and parents about the effectiveness 
of the system. According to Creswell (2012), the data were then analyzed to see if the 
results concur, yielding similar results. 
 The timeline for data collection was one semester, or an 18-week period within 
the school year. There were a series of stages that were used in this study to gather the 
necessary data and begin the action research design. The first stage consisted of finding 
willing participants for the study. Formal documentation was given to the mentored 
students and their parents or guardians to explain the study and seek parental consent to 
partake in the study. Teachers were members of the school’s Student Intervention Team 
and were willing participants in the study.  
 After the appropriate measures had been implemented to ensure that those 
involved in the study were officially authorized to participate, the collection of some pre-
existing quantitative data occurred. This included scores from participants on previous 
quarter grades, present grades, and discipline referrals prior to entering into the mentoring 
program. After nine weeks, an analysis of grades by the students also occurred to observe 
improvements or shortcomings in the student's classes. At the conclusion of the entire 
study, this process was repeated with student and teacher surveys, as well as any grade 
 51 
 
changes, discipline referrals, and other standardized means of testing. The data were then 
analyzed for common themes, and conclusions were reached about the effectiveness of 
the district’s mentoring program. 
Description of Each Method Used 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2a. Data Collection Methods 
Instrument Description: Surveys 
 Survey data were collected from the teachers at the Title I high school using an 
online survey program. These survey forms posed questions based on a Likert scale and 
free response questions that were potentially not able to be answered through Likert 
scale-style questioning. The surveys focused on the impact of poverty on students, the 
school’s mentoring program, and other suggestions to help close the achievement gap 
between the low-income students and their more affluent peers. See Appendix B.  
 
 
Surveys 
• Likert study survey for teachers 
Students Records 
•Quarterly grade reports 
• Student assignment lists 
•Discipline referrals 
Interviews 
•Mentored students 
•Mentor teachers 
•Administration 
• Specialty staff 
 
Data Collection 
Methods 
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Participant Selection 
  Teachers at the Title I high school were encouraged to participate in the survey, 
which was sent via a school-wide e-mail notification. Because of the anonymity of the 
survey website, teachers were to record their names in their answers to the free response 
questions, if they chose to do so. Participating teachers were members of the Student 
Intervention Team and teachers were willing to volunteer their own time to benefit the 
research.  
Identification and Invitation 
 These students had the appropriate parental permission forms completed and 
submitted. Students for this study were identified and invited by way of the Student 
Intervention Team, which submitted a formal letter to the student asking for their 
participation in the study.  
Data Collection 
 After the participants had been identified and authorization to use their data had 
been granted, the surveys were distributed. Survey data were collected within a week of 
its distribution. In order to encourage all participants to complete a paper survey in a 
timely manner, incentives were used. These incentives included homework passes for 
students (with teacher permission), the sharing of teacher duties such as lunch, morning, 
or bus duties, and the promise of future assistance. 
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Data Analysis 
Responses were recorded and charted into a Microsoft Excel document. Common 
patterns and themes were then analyzed and recorded. Conclusions were drawn based on 
the information.  
Instrument Description: Student Records 
 Quantitative data in the form of student grades, exams, and discipline referrals 
were accumulated. There was a primary focus on the marking period grades received 
over the course of the first three grading periods of the school year. Data from 
assignments such as homework and other class work were also recorded to identify 
themes, such as students failing to complete homework or struggling with in-class 
assignments. Data were collected with the assistance of school administration and other 
members of the Student Intervention Team.  
Participant Selection 
 The researcher acted as the data accumulator during this process. The students 
participating in the study had parental consent notifications signed and returned. In 
addition to these participants, guidance counselors and school administrators were also 
asked to partake in the study due to their insight into non-academic concerns, such as the 
issue of discipline referrals.  
Identification and Invitation 
 In addition to the student participants, all educators who participated in the study 
were also rewarded. Gift cards, teacher coverage, and other helpful educational favors 
were given in recognition of the time they devoted to the study.  
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Data Collection 
 The procedure remained the same as with the survey method approach. Data were 
collected through school access to test results for the designated participants in the study. 
Earlier grading quarter scores were utilized to establish baseline scores. Their present 
grades were also tabulated by means of the Modular Management System or MMS used 
by the school district. Grades were accessed at least six times during the study to monitor 
the progress of the students’ academics, or lack thereof.  
Data Analysis 
 Similar to the manner in which the survey data were analyzed, the grades, 
standardized test scores, and referrals were also recorded on a Microsoft Excel 
spreadsheet. The information was then transferred to a data analysis program to further 
evaluate the results. This allowed the researcher to identify trends, ascertain different 
variables that impacted the data collected, and created a clear pathway to data analysis. 
Graphs, charts, and other visuals were created to establish patterns and outliers in the data 
gathered. From this data, conclusions and hypotheses were established.  
Instrument Description: Interviews 
 Over a one-month period, interviews with both the students and the teachers 
directly involved with the school’s mentoring program were conducted. Questions for the 
interview were chosen based on the feedback from an earlier pilot study involving the 
researcher and two colleagues. The questions were structured in a way that allowed for 
the students and teachers to openly express their opinions without being confined to 
simple statement responses.  
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Participant Selection 
 A sample of the students and teachers who participated in the program was 
interviewed. The researcher's goal was to interview at least six students, four teachers, 
two administrators, one guidance counselor, and one psychologist. Students were to be 
randomly selected to participate in these interviews and then asked if they would do so. 
Because the students were under the age of 18, parental consent forms were sent home 
and collected prior to student participation in the study.  
Identification and Invitation 
 Students were randomly selected to participate in these interviews and then asked 
if they would do so. Students who were identified for this portion of the study were those 
who had participated in the school’s mentoring program for at least two marking periods. 
Educational professionals working in the school in a variety of different roles were asked 
to volunteer their time for the study. The researcher rewarded these individuals by 
offering to cover duties, make copies, and complete other tasks to assist these individuals 
during the school day.  
Data Collection 
 One-on-one interviews were conducted with the participants during the school 
day, after school, or when time permitted. Data responses were recorded from the 
interviews and then transcribed. Based on the researcher’s pilot study, the interviews 
were between 30 and 45 minutes in duration. The student interviews were shorter in 
duration and were conducted during student study hall periods or after school. Interview 
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questions were open-ended to offer the participants ample opportunity to recount their 
experiences in the mentoring program. 
Data Analysis 
 The transcribed data from the interviews of the various participants were analyzed 
and sorted for common themes that emerged from the data. The major themes that 
continuously arose during the interviews were then identified. The interview data were 
then codified based on suggestions made by researcher Alan Bryman (Gibbs, 2009). 
Bryman recommends that researchers gathering qualitative data from transcribed 
interviews conduct a line-by-line analysis. Themes are then identified for each line or line 
sections, regardless of how menial they may appear. After conducting a line-by-line 
codification or multiple-line codification, the common themes that emerge are analyzed 
and recorded. Merriam (2009, p.181) states that codifying themes that show recurring 
patterns can be challenging but is strong evidence to support the researcher’s assertions 
and possible research questions. 
Stages of Data Collection 
 The timeline for this collection of data is one semester or an 18-week period of 
time within the school year. A pilot study was conducted during the spring of 2015 to 
allow the researcher an opportunity to create a timeline for the stages of data collection. 
There were a series of stages that were used in this study to gather the necessary data and 
begin the action research design. The first stage consisted of gathering willing 
participants in the study, i.e. identifying the students. Formal documentation was given to 
the mentored students and their parents or guardians to explain the study and seek 
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parental consent to partake in the study. Teachers were members of the school’s Student 
Intervention Team and were willing participants in the study. The second stage of the 
study involved informal meetings of the Student Invention Team, as the teachers 
mentored their assigned students. Improvements or failures were discussed, as were 
future interventions with the mentored students. The third stage was the collection of the 
quantitative and qualitative data. Surveys were administered to the students and faculty. 
Grades and other quantitative data were accumulated by means of the school’s grading 
system. Interviews were also conducted, which were then codified for common themes. 
After completion of the data collection and analysis, a presentation of these findings and 
results of the study was done for the Title I high school faculty members.  
Ethical Considerations 
 The research question centers on the mentoring program at the site school and its 
impact on the lower-income mentee students. There were a myriad of ethical 
considerations that were addressed during the course of the study. In order to produce 
unbiased results, approval by the Institutional Review Board for the study was essential. 
In order to protect the rights of the participants, a variety of measures were taken to 
ensure the validity of the study. During this study, there were some ethical challenges that 
could have skewed the results, including teacher bias, student bias, and overall 
participation rates in the study. Also, confidentiality was very important in order to 
protect the participants’ rights when recording the responses and data gathered into a data 
accumulating entity.  
 Acquiring approval of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) was an important 
measure to take prior to analyzing the relationship between mentoring and the 
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achievement of lower-income students. Since human participants were utilized in the 
study, it was important for the researcher to complete the Collaborative Institutional 
Training Initiative (CITI) training, which is a requirement to achieve IRB approval at 
Drexel University. Having proper informed consent of the students and the parents of the 
students was important, and participants were provided with consent forms resembling 
the HRP-502 Template Consent Document prior to commencing the research (Hinton, 
2013). While IRB approval is not necessary in some research areas, this study does fall 
under two classifications requiring IRB approval. First, the researcher intends to publish 
the results of the study through a dissertation site. Second, IRB approval is needed when 
conducting research on a vulnerable population (Penslar, 2014). In this instance, students 
from families of a low socioeconomic status constitute vulnerable participants in this 
study.  
 There were several ethical considerations that could have affected the research 
and the overall study, which include biases of students and teachers, inaccurate data 
reporting, and non-participation of the intended participants. The researcher was involved 
in the school’s mentoring program, which may have created a perceived bias toward the 
success of the program. However, this issue was addressed by excluding mentees or data 
of the mentee students that had previously received support from the researcher. Teachers 
and students potentially possessed some biases and emotions about the tasks that they 
were asked to complete. The researcher reiterated to the participants that it was 
imperative that they answer the questions in an honest manner, and emphasized the 
anonymity of the responses. During this study, there may have been some teachers who 
had a negative opinion of the program itself, the administrators who implemented it, or 
 59 
 
the students within the program. The professionalism of the teachers to report their 
findings in an impartial way was crucial for obtaining accurate results in the study.  
 Maintaining anonymity and confidentiality was imperative for this study, and a 
variety of methods and procedures were undertaken to ensure that all participants were 
protected. All participants’ names were replaced by pseudonyms or numbers, rather than 
using the actual names of the people involved. The participants also needed to be made 
aware that the results and data they provided were confidential and would not be 
submitted to the school administration officials, who may have a vested interest in the 
feedback. With all of the data collection, it was essential to protect the rights and 
identities of the participants, which leads to impartial data.  
 During the research process, it was highly likely that some ethical issues would 
arise. It was important to continually report all data from all participants to develop the 
strongest available picture of the subject matter of the study. While there may have been 
some concerns about bias on the part of the participants, possible data manipulation by 
the participants, and other ethical issues, a variety of measures to promote the validity of 
the study were utilized. Encouraging honesty and professionalism created an environment 
where the participants provided the researcher with the data necessary to complete the 
research concerning the relationship between the school mentoring program and its 
impact on students having a low socioeconomic status. 
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Chapter 4 Presenting Findings 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine the impact that teacher 
mentoring programs had on poorer students at a Title I high school. The data collected 
offer insight into whether or not the mentoring program had a positive impact on the 
mentored students, in terms of student academics. Over the course of 10 weeks, data were 
collected through various means. Grade printout sheets showed the progress, or lack of 
progress, experienced by the mentored students. These grade sheets indicated student 
averages, missing assignments, and grades on individual assignments. This quantitative 
data collection began at the end of the second marking period. During the third marking 
period, student interviews were also conducted, based on student availability. A school-
wide teacher survey was distributed to determine teachers’ perspectives on poverty and 
mentoring in the school, which was completed by 37 teachers during the third marking 
period. Mentor teachers were also interviewed at this time by the researcher to further 
analyze the strengths and weaknesses of the mentoring program, how students reacted to 
it, and whether or not the program was accomplishing its objectives. Together, this 
combination of quantitative and qualitative data formed the basis of the study and the 
themes and findings that emerged. Data was methodologically triangulated, as different 
data collection methods were used to check the consistency of the findings (Creswell, 
2012). See Figure 2b below.  
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By using triangulation, more internal validity and credibility are attributed to the findings 
(Merriam, 2009). 
 
Figure 2b: Data collection chart and triangulation. 
 There were several major themes or findings that emerged from the study. They include: 
1. Teachers have a strong concern about the impact poverty, and the attributes of 
poverty, are having on students of the school. 
2. Teachers support the mentoring program and its objectives. 
3. Teachers have offered various solutions to improve the mentoring program and 
meet the needs of those students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. 
4. According to teachers, while Title I funding has offered more opportunities for 
low-income students, much more must be done to adequately meet their needs. 
5. Students have had positive experiences in the mentoring program overall, but 
some issues remain. 
Mentor 
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Mentee Student 
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 62 
 
 The following discussion canvasses the findings with quantitative and qualitative 
data to support the themes and their assertions. According to Glanz (2003), the best 
interview questions promote flexibility, are open-ended, and allow for natural 
conversation. The data collected during the interviews yielded a plethora of examples, 
feelings, opinions, and constructive criticisms which led to the drawing of conclusions 
about the effectiveness of the mentoring program on the school’s low-income students. 
The quantitative data, in the form of students’ grades in their subjects, were interwoven 
into the analysis of the student interviews to support their assertions. The school-wide 
survey produced insight into the problems facing this Title I school according to the 
teachers, and the openness of the survey questions allowed them to be candid about 
problems that they observed regarding these low-income students. The following is the 
presentation of the five major themes that emerged and the findings that support them 
(See Table I below).  
Table I: Themes and correlated findings.  
Themes Findings 
1. Teachers have a strong concern about the 
impact poverty and the attributes of 
poverty are having on the school students. 
 89% of teachers expressed concern 
about poverty’s impact on students. 
 
2. Teachers support the mentoring program 
and its objectives. 
 75% of mentor teachers believe 
they had a positive impact on their 
mentees. 
 78% of teachers believe a 
mentoring program increases the 
likelihoods of students’ academic 
success 
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3. Teachers have offered various solutions 
to improve the mentoring program and 
meet the needs of those students who come 
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. 
 Qualitative data through interviews 
suggested that students need more 
support systems, measures to 
counter the impact of poverty on 
academics, and more charity-based 
programs. 
 86% of teachers believe more 
should be done to meet the needs of 
poorer students. 
 
4. According to teachers, while Title I 
funding has offered more opportunities for 
low-income students, much more needs 
done to adequately meet their needs. 
 74% of teachers were neutral or 
believed it unlikely that Title I 
funds would meet the needs of the 
low-income students.  
5. Students have had positive experiences 
overall in the mentoring program, but some 
issues remain. 
 6 out of 6 students interviewed had 
positive experiences in the 
mentoring program. 
 83% of students experienced 
significant academic improvements. 
 
These themes were ascertained through the examination of all of the quantitative 
and qualitative data. Theme 1, involving the teachers’ concerns about poverty, was 
shown through the individual teacher interviews and the school-wide teacher survey. 
Theme 2, involving teacher support of the mentoring program, was evident based on data 
collected from specific survey questions. Theme 3, relating to improvements for the 
mentoring program and suggestions to help meet the needs of low-income students, was 
developed through interviews and the open-ended questions on the teacher survey. 
Theme 4, involving the shortcomings of Title I, was derived from the teacher survey. 
This theme supports the existing literature concerning inadequate funding under Title I 
(Liu, 2011; Roza, 2006; Weiner & Pristoop, 2006). Theme 5, depicting the experiences of 
the students in the mentoring program data, was compiled through student interviews and 
quantitative academic data. Table III indicates the participants in the qualitative part of 
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the study, which included teachers and students. Other faculty members that would have 
been identifiable by their occupation were labeled as “teacher” in the study, regardless of 
their role as administrator, guidance counselor, or nurse.  
Table II: Participants in the study. 
 
Theme 1: Teachers have a strong concern about the impact poverty and the 
attributes of poverty are having on  students of the school. 
 In the school, 89% of the teachers (33 of 37) were concerned about poverty and 
the impact it has on students. Previous literature shows that less affluent students 
attending school have higher instances of absenteeism, poor grades, food insecurity, and 
lack of resources and support. The vast majority of teachers at this Title I high school 
have seen the ramifications of poverty and its impact on students. The outlier teacher 
responses, which constituted 11% of all responses (4 of 37), indicated that they strongly 
disagree with the notion that poverty can negatively impact their students. One of the 
Interviewed Mentor Participants: 
Teacher A Teacher C Teacher K      Teacher M  
Teacher B             Teacher J Teacher L       Teacher N 
 
Interviewed Students: 
Student H Student P Student X 
Student M Student R  Student Y 
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teachers’ primary concerns is the lack of parental support. More than 94% of the teachers 
surveyed (35 of 37) were concerned that their more impoverished students are not getting 
an adequate amount of parental support. Interviews with Student A and Student R 
supported this notion. When asked from whom she receives academic support, she 
responded, “No one at home. I have to take care of myself and my older sister. I know 
more than my parents do, and they cannot help me with algebra and understanding 
Shakespeare” (Student A, April 5, 2016). Student R iterated a similar perspective. “My 
mentors, Teacher D and Teacher J, are the ones who have given me the most academic 
support. My mom does try to motivate me to do my work, but I depend on the teachers 
here for help” (Student R, April 8, 2016). Teacher C, who has done homebound 
instruction for the some of the school’s more impoverished students, stated,  
 “the biggest problem … with these students is that some have families where 
 school and education are not in the forefront. Some families are not necessarily 
 as supportive and oriented towards education. Sometimes, you get parents, under 
 no fault of their own, who cannot assist their sons and daughters with 
 homework. When I was doing homebound instruction for a student, his study and 
 homework area was dimly lit, and he sat on the floor as he did his work. I thought 
 to myself about how on earth someone could successfully study and do 
 homework like this” (Teacher C, March 30, 2016).  
Teacher J reported knowledge of instances where parents have actually discouraged their 
children from working at a job. If some students began to earn additional income, the 
family would lose some government assistance. Teacher J viewed poverty as a trap for 
young people, which is difficult to escape. While the teachers surveyed cited parental 
support as one of their major concerns, there were many other attributes of poverty 
impacting their students. 
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 According to the survey, 94% of teachers (34 of 37) believe that students lack 
resources at home, such as computer and Internet access. Student P described her 
situation at home in regard to technology:  
 “I don’t have a computer that I can use at my house. If I need to get on the 
 Internet for something, I use my phone. If I have to type a paper for school, I 
 try and get passes to the computer teachers’ classrooms during my study hall 
 or try to stay after school for a little bit. It’s not easy” (Student P, April 5, 2016).  
The lack of technology access at home creates a very difficult situation; students are 
expected to produce homework and papers, but inaccessibility makes these tasks 
exponentially harder. The lack of home resources is a problem, coupled with the idea that 
many students from poor families maintain paid employment to assist in supporting their 
families. This was another concern of the teachers as indicated in the survey data, which 
found that 81% of teachers (30 of 37) were concerned that poor students carry the burden 
of working at a job in the evening, after school. According to Teacher L,  
“What we have to realize is that a lot of these students have some personal issues 
that they are going through. Some are working to pay bills, working until the wee 
hours of the night, and homework is not exactly their top priority” (Teacher L, 
March 30, 2016).  
 Another apprehension that teachers have identified  is their low-income students’ 
exposure to some of the negative elements of society, which include crime, drugs, or 
delinquency. Ninety-two percent of teachers surveyed (34 of 37) indicated that they have 
had poor students who have faced the criminal element of society. Teacher M shared the 
story of one of his mentees, who he supported through some very difficult times. 
Unfortunately, the student dropped out of school, ultimately stole a car, and is presently 
in the county prison (Teacher M, March 25, 2016). Teacher M was particularly emotional 
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about this experience, as it occurred during one of his first years of teaching. Drugs are a 
problem in many communities, and this Title I high school has experienced the negative 
impact that drugs have on a community. In an interview, Teacher K shared his experience 
in working with a student whose parents engage in illicit drug activity. The student is in a 
difficult situation, but has been successful through his focus on school and athletics. After 
mentoring the student and acting as a father figure to the student, Teacher K has now 
been working with the student to make sure he gets into college after he graduates in May 
(Teacher K, April 4, 2016).  
Teachers have expressed their concerns about their more impoverished students, as 
demonstrated in the graphic below.  
 
Figure 3. Survey data from teacher survey question #2. (April 1, 2016). 
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 Teachers were encouraged to share other problems that they have seen in recent 
years at the Title I high school, which has disproportionately impacted the more 
impoverished students. Twenty-seven percent of teachers (10 of 37) shared additional 
problems that they have witnessed. One teacher made the assertion that these students are 
more likely to drop out of school. Another was concerned that these students display 
more mental health disorders, such as chronic depression and anxiety. Food insecurity, 
poor hygiene, and the failure to address possible health problems can also be ascribed to 
impoverished students. From a more social perspective, a number of teachers responded 
that some poorer students have a higher likelihood of being bullied because of their 
clothing or physical appearance.  
 Teachers have identified certain subjects and skills with which impoverished 
students struggle. According to survey data collected, nearly 73% of teachers (27 of 37) 
notice their more impoverished students struggling in the area of reading comprehension. 
This supports the previous research which has found that some students from poor 
families are multiple grade levels behind their more affluent peers (Farrah et al., 2006). 
78% of teachers (29 of 37) also noticed that these students struggle with analytical skills 
such as drawing conclusions, identifying cause and effect relationships, and labeling 
points of view. This supports the notion that poorer students have less access to books at 
home and take advantage of fewer programs to challenge their educational curiosities. 
Several respondents also cited deficient social skills, inappropriate school behaviors, low 
confidence, and lack of respect for elders and authority as other problems associated with 
the school’s more impoverished student population. It is important to note that these 
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teachers’ statements are broad generalizations and do not reflect their views of all low-
income students in the school. 
 While much has been done to deal with food insecurity issues among young 
people, this problem is still prevalent, as 70% of teachers (26 of 37) had knowledge of 
students who have come to school hungry. The remaining teachers indicated that they 
were unsure as to whether or not students were hungry. School districts and the federal 
government have initiated free and subsidized lunch programs, as well as breakfast 
programs. Teacher M voiced his frustration with recent government intervention in these 
school lunch room programs. He was speaking of the recently introduced caloric limits 
for lunches. He said, “Listen, for some of these students coming to school, this [lunch] is 
their main meal of the day. Now they’re going to cut the portion sizes down, enough so 
that the kids will be hungry when they leave school.” Teacher K supported Teacher M’s 
assertions, stating that he knows of several students who have only a pop-tart or bowl of 
ramen for their evening meals at home. The final question posed in the teacher survey 
concerned measures that can be taken to help the more impoverished in the school. Many 
spoke of programs to combat food insecurity. One suggestion from a teacher was to give 
students access to take-home dinners. One suggested that free breakfasts be available to 
all students, rather than only low-income ones, as some undernourished students do not 
obtain a free breakfast in the cafeteria for fear of being stigmatized and embarrassed. 
Teacher A noted that the happiest day for some of her poorer students is Monday, 
because they receive a nourishing meal at school after a long, hungry weekend. The 
concerns of the teachers truly exemplify the burdens that the more impoverished students 
face in their daily lives.  
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Theme 2: Teachers support the mentoring program and its objectives.  
 The majority of teachers in the school support the idea of mentoring students, 
particularly those ones who are from more disadvantaged backgrounds. The mentoring 
program was put into place at the high school five years ago, with the primary objective 
of assisting students with their academics. Mentor teachers have also played an important 
role in assisting students in making important life decisions. A teacher survey question 
used a Likert scale to indicate the impact that teachers believed that they had on the 
students they mentored. Seventy-five percent of teachers (27 of 36) indicated that they 
believed that they made at least a moderate impact on the lives of their mentees, with 
17% indicating that they felt they had a major impact on their mentees’ lives. The outliers 
in this sampling include 8% of teachers (3 of 36) who felt that their impact was very 
minimal. See Figure 4 below.  
 
Figure 4. Teacher survey response: Personal reflection of impact left on students by 
teachers (April 1, 2016).  
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 Seventy-eight percent of teachers (29 of 37) believe that mentoring students increases 
the likelihood of students achieving success, while 22% of teachers (8 of 37) were neutral 
as to whether or not mentoring increases the likelihood of student success (see Figure 5).  
 
  
Figure 5. Teacher survey responses. Level of agreement: Mentoring students coming 
from lower-income households is a way to increase the likelihood of the students 
achieving success (April 1, 2016). 
 
 Through various interviews, teachers shared their own experiences in the 
mentoring program and accounts of students that they had assisted in the past. Every 
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mentoring students. Teacher B shared one of his first experiences mentoring a young 
person. He stated: 
 “He was a tough case, coming from inner city Philly. His priorities were not 
 educationally-related. However, he did end up graduating. I met with him once a 
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 through. Teachers have had some positive experiences with their mentees, but not 
 all” (Teacher B, March 4, 2016). 
Teacher C shared a story about a struggling child in her science class and how working 
with him in a one-on-one setting really helped this individual. She stated: 
“I have a struggling student now who is such a pain in class, but in a one-on-one 
setting  is great. He picks up the material quickly when I review [it] with him. He 
took a science  test last week after I had reviewed with him, [he] got a 30% on his 
first try, a 90% on this attempt. The teacher swears he must have cheated, but he 
really knew the information”  (Teacher C, March 8,  2016). 
Teacher J has had many different students assigned to her for mentoring. She has taken 
on the role of advocate for these young people. She reiterated the necessity of having 
time to assist these students in a one-on-one setting. She shared a story about an 
individual that would not have been on course to graduate without her help, guidance, 
and support. Teacher A worked with her mentees during her preparation period and lunch 
period with much success. She even assisted her mentees in completing college 
applications. Teacher K had an experience mentoring a girl who was associating with 
undesirable elements. He was able to introduce her to the positive atmosphere of an 
athletic team, and today she is successful in a health profession.  
Theme 3. Teachers have offered various solutions to improve the mentoring 
program and meet the needs of those students who come from poorer backgrounds. 
 Through the teacher interviews and teacher surveys, a consistent theme seemed to 
reverberate. While much was being done via the mentoring program, it did have some 
shortcomings and there were many teachers that supported the notion of additional 
supports to help the school’s population of indigent students. According to the teacher 
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survey, 86% of teachers (32 of 37) believe that more should be done to help the school’s 
low-income students reach their full potential. Eight percent were neutral (3 of 37), or 
strongly disagreed (1 of 37), and one teacher responded by stating that teachers need to 
form partnerships with parents. See Figure 6 below.  
 
Figure 6: Teacher survey. Level of agreement question. “More should be done to assist 
lower-income students” (April 1, 2016).  
 The various teachers interviewed for this study offered positive insights into the 
mentoring program, and also areas that need improvement. For example, Teacher C had 
difficulty coordinating free time with her mentee’s study halls. She voiced her frustration 
with the present situation, stating, 
  “I cannot meet with the students once every two weeks or so, by no choice of my 
 own. It’s just I have so many classes and little time to work with them, unless 
 they stay after  school. Trying to coordinate study halls with my prep period is 
 difficult” (Teacher C, March 8, 2016).  
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Eighty-eight percent of teachers interviewed (7 of 8) voiced concerns over the lack of 
time provided to assist their mentee students. According to Student A, “I saw my mentor 
on a daily basis, but I would just get a list of homework from different classes that I 
owe.” Teacher C cited the increased demands on teachers due to the present teacher 
evaluation system. Teacher L also addressed the reduced staff numbers, which has 
created the problem of fewer teachers teaching more students and more classes. Teacher 
B voiced the concerns of teachers with regard to the mentoring program, stating, 
 “It [the mentoring program] was definitely successful in raising the awareness of 
 failures. Here again, we lack the resources, primarily faculty, to make any lasting 
 change. Rarely do the teachers have more than one prep period, and they spend 
 that one prep period preparing for their classes. The teachers are also responsible 
 for all of the new evaluation components, state mandates, and new requirements 
 put forth when the state adopted the Danielson model of teacher evaluation. 
 SLO’s, curriculum guidelines are taking up this time, and to give teachers 
 additional students to mentor is difficult on top of everything else. You can use 
 this statistic: In the past five years, we have dropped from having 75 
 teachers to 53 teachers” (Teacher B, February 5, 2016). 
 The lack of time to meet with students was one issue that hindered the mentoring 
program.  
 Two other identified problems with the mentoring program were the ability of 
teachers to acquire proper training and to know what is expected of them. All 
participants, teachers, and students acknowledged that all teachers need to be supportive 
of the program to ensure its success. Teacher J stated in her interview that teacher 
training grants are available and these should be explored as options to assist teachers. 
Teacher C shared that some of her co-workers feel that the mentoring program does not 
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prepare students for real life and believe in the notion that students need to make 
decisions and live with the consequences. Teacher L supported this view, stating that the 
teachers need to be more flexible when dealing with these students. He stated, 
 We need to acknowledge the fact that some students have different roadblocks 
 preventing them from reaching their goals. Teachers could be more understanding 
 to the individual and his or her circumstances. Teachers cannot treat all students 
 the same with no exceptions, especially when dealing with some students who 
 lack guidance, support, and have other issues (Teacher L, February 4, 2016). 
Teacher B added, 
 “Well, first, there needs to be a fundamental change in the philosophy of 
 education. Are students failing because they do not understand the content, or 
 because their effort isn’t there to meet a teacher’s arbitrary deadlines? For 
 example, one student had a 52% in the first quarter and a 60% in the second 
 quarter. His mid-term exam, which tested his knowledge from the first two 
 quarters was an 89%. Looking at the student’s grades, he failed to turn in several 
 assignments which attributed to the low quarter averages. So, you have to ask, are 
 his grades reflective of his knowledge or reflective of his effort? There is nowhere 
 in the state standards that we need to grade effort. Teachers need to adopt a “no 
 zero policy” and continually nag the students until they get their work done” 
 (Teacher B, February 5, 2016).  
 Teachers have also suggested forming partnerships with parents to help assist the 
students. One of the most significant problems identified was their mentees’ excessive 
absenteeism. Students that experienced low levels of success in the mentoring program 
were typically those individuals who exhibited excessive absenteeism. For example, 
Teacher N voiced her concerns about her mentee who, in the past month, had been out of 
school more than she has been in school. Teacher N assisted the student, speaking with 
the student’s various teachers as an intermediary to plead for second chances and the 
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ability to turn in late assignments. Although Teacher N communicated with the girl’s 
guardian, little follow-through has been achieved. Teacher M also believes absenteeism is 
a major factor inhibiting the total success of the mentoring program. He has had one 
mentee who is constantly playing “catch-up” in school because of his absenteeism. In 
short, student absenteeism was cited as a major obstacle to the mentoring of lower-
income students. 
 According to question #10 in the teacher survey, which asked for suggestions to 
assist impoverished students, 43% of teachers (12 of 28) specifically mentioned 
mentoring programs to assist these students. Fifty-eight percent of these teachers 
suggested that mentoring programs should be accessible to students after school. 
Teachers suggested programs such as Multi Activities Generating Individual Capabilities 
(M.A.G.I.C.), which has been instituted in the school district’s middle school. M.A.G.I.C. 
is an after-school program funded by the Department of Education, which has its goals 
improving grades and conduct, increasing parental involvement, reducing negative 
behaviors, and providing a safe haven for students after school. M.A.G.I.C. is offered to 
assist and mentor students with homework and offer a variety of educational, yet fun, 
activities such as Study Island, field trips, and art and service projects. As the surveyed 
teachers stated, most after-school programs do require grants and funding, which can be 
another problem in view of the lack of funding for these programs. While specific after-
school mentoring programs could help the more impoverished, one teacher suggested the 
importance of extracurricular activities as a means to mentor these students. Teacher #24 
stated: 
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 “A strong push in teacher support through academics in a kind, caring manner as 
 well as encouragement to get involved in extra-curricular activities is vital. These 
 activities may  be sports, clubs, etc. An inherent support system through this 
 rather where these students can be influenced the right way rather than being on 
 the streets is effective. Mentoring programs would be a big help also. Students 
 need to be able to find their passions in school whether it is academics or 
 technical careers” (Teacher #24, April 1, 2016).  
One anonymous teacher outlined his or her emphatic support for after-school programs in 
responding to survey question #10. Teacher #14 stated,  
“After-school programs have been implemented at our district level when state 
grants for such activities have become available. As a teacher in many of these 
after-school programs, I saw significant increases in student scores, positive 
demeanor, greater peer support, and successful transitional outcomes. I believe 
establishing some of these programs, or more extracurricular activities besides 
sports, would permanently …help teachers and students eliminate issues which 
arise during the school day which impact instructional time. These  programs also 
increased non-academic skills many of our impoverished students  lack. Although 
cost would be an issue for the district, the cost of students graduating and 
increasing poverty rates in our town is much greater” (Teacher #14, April 1, 
2016).  
Anonymous Teacher #13 responded in a very similar manner. He suggested, 
 “Required student activities to receive funding by the schools. Many of the 
 educational foundations mentioned are provided through activities and students 
 not involved appear to perform much lower. This would also provide much 
 more mentoring support for the students not receiving the home support” 
 (Anonymous Teacher #13, April 1, 2016). 
 
 78 
 
 Two teachers suggested that the mentoring program needs to be reformed, and 
made more meaningful. Anonymous Teacher #7 suggested that the more disadvantaged 
students would get more out of the mentoring program if they were able to select their 
own mentors. Presently, students are assigned mentors from the school’s Student 
Intervention Team. Typically, teachers volunteer to help certain students with whom they 
have a good rapport. This suggestion was also supported by Teacher K, who suggested 
that teachers should not be “stuck” with students. He stated,  
 “A few years ago, all teachers were assigned students. Some of us never even 
 knew these students and rarely met with them. It was good in theory but bad in 
 practice. We needed a system where teachers selected students that they would 
 help or vice versa. Leave it up to the students to choose their mentor teacher” 
 (Teacher K, April 4, 2016).  
Based on the data collected, the mentoring program is supported by the majority of 
teaching staff, but many have made suggestions to improve the program. 
Theme 4: According to teachers, while Title I funding has offered more 
opportunities for poorer students, much more needs done to adequately meet their 
needs. 
 According to the teacher survey administered on April 1, 2016, teachers’ opinions 
of Title I funding vary. While those interviewed have identified some of the benefits and 
shortcomings of Title I funding, many of those surveyed believed that Title I is unlikely 
to close the achievement gap between more affluent students and poorer ones. Forty-one 
percent  of teachers (15 of 36) indicated that they find it unlikely or very unlikely for 
Title I funds to solve the achievement gap. Thirty-three percent of teachers (12 of 36) 
were neutral on this question, and 19% thought that it was likely or very likely the gap 
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would be closed through the funding. Several participants did not answer, as they 
indicated that they had no knowledge of Title I funding. See the chart below (Figure 7). 
 
Figure 7: Teacher Survey: Question #7. Title I closing the achievement gap (April 1, 
2016).  
 The high school where the study was conducted began to receive Title I funding 
in 2013, as more than one-third of its students are considered poor and qualify for the free 
lunch program. Because of this designation, additional funds were allocated to the school 
district. The teachers were asked if they had seen any noticeable changes since Title I 
funds have been provided to the school. A noted positive impact on the school was the 
addition of Title I math teachers to the staff. All eight teachers stated this in their 
interviews. However, according to Teacher A, “These new Title I teachers are spread too 
thin. They are expected to do too much. I know the one has students in his room all nine 
periods in the day. I know that he is helping significantly with the improvements in 
Keystone testing and remediation efforts, but he seems overstretched” (Teacher A, April 
4, 2016).  
Title I funding has been created in an attempt to level the playing field between 
poorer schools and more affluent ones. In your opinion, what is the likelihood 
of closing the achievement gap through Title I funding? 
1: Extremely unlikely
2: Unlikely
3: Neutral
4: Likely
5: Very Likely
Other (please specify)
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Theme 5: Students have had overall positive experiences in the mentoring program, 
but some issues are present. 
 Six mentee students agreed to be interviewed and provided their responses and 
opinions about the school’s mentoring program. Out of the six, all reported that they had 
positive experiences in the program. Some common themes emerged, as the students 
offered their critiques of the program and possible solutions. Students were interviewed 
individually over the course of three days. The students who agreed to be a part of the 
study are from lower-income households and were selected to be in the mentoring 
program based on their academic difficulties. Student Y shared her experiences in the 
mentoring program. She stated, 
 “I have improved a lot. I don’t know what happened last year, but I really didn’t 
 try and wasn’t that in to school. This  year I am eligible to play a sport and have an 
 85% GPA. My mentor helped me with missed work, pulled me out of study halls 
 to work with me” (Student Y, April 6, 2016). 
Student A had a similar experience in the program, stating, 
 “My mentor teacher checked my grades regularly. Since I saw her every day, I 
 knew that she would bother me, if I did not get caught up with my work. She 
 encouraged me and really helped me with my language papers” (Student A, 
 April 6, 2016).  
Student A had been failing classes in Language Arts, American Government, and 
Algebra 2 at the beginning of the third quarter in late January. By the end of the third 
quarter in March, she had brought up all of her grades to ‘C’ averages. She completed 
21of 22 assignments in Algebra 2, 28 of 28 assignments in Language Arts, and 16 of 17 
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assignments in American Government. In the second quarter, she had missed more 
assignments and was turning in partially completed work.  
 Student R had a unique experience in the program, as he was actually assisted by 
two mentors. He responded that his grades had significantly changed. In Computer 
Applications his grades jumped from a 35% to 55% to 85% during the weeks of the third 
quarter. His math grades also improved from a 66% to an 82%. He further stated that he 
had not been getting into trouble and is much more mature than he was at the beginning 
of the school year, prior to having mentors. After being assigned his mentor teachers, 
Student R did not fail any classes in the third quarter. The grade chart below shows 
Student R’s progress in his respective subjects (Figure 8).  
 
Figure 8. Student R’s progression over three grading quarters.  
 Student M was placed into the mentoring program, being designated after failing 
more than two classes in the second quarter. She was mentored by Teacher A and saw a 
substantial increase in her grade point averages between the second and third quarters. 
See Figure 9 below. 
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Her Spanish grade increased by 5%, Algebra by 10%, Language Arts by 10%, Science by 
9%, and World History by 8%.  
 
Figure 9: Student M grades during the second and third marking periods.   
 Student X has been in the school’s mentoring program since the first quarter. He 
was flagged after failing two classes and almost failing a third. His results were mixed. 
He had improvement in Language Arts and Mathematics scores between the first and 
second quarters. His grades fell in his Science and World History classes during that 
period of time. Between the second and third quarters, Student X saw improvements in 
all of his core subjects. See Figure 10 below.  
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Figure 10: Student X grades during the first, second, and third quarters.  
Student P did not experience the same increase in grades that other students 
experienced. When she was recommended for the program, she was failing three subjects 
and continued to fail despite mentoring efforts. When she came to school, Student P met 
with her mentor at least once a week. Student P stated, “I really like my mentor, but I do 
not come to school enough for it to matter. I try when I’m here, but I can never seem to 
make up everything that I miss, even with extensions” (Student P, April 5, 2016). Student 
P’s mentor shared her concern for the student and was extremely worried about Student 
P’s choices, which included involvement in some criminal activities. At the time of 
writing, she was failing four of her major core classes. See Figure 11.  
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Figure 11. Student P grades during the first, second, and third quarters. 
Summary 
During the course of the study, qualitative and quantitative data were gathered to 
answer the research questions pertaining to the likelihood of impoverished students 
succeeding in a Title I high school after participating in the school mentoring program. 
Thirty-seven teachers participated in the 10-question survey. Eight school officials with 
ties to the mentoring program were interviewed, and six mentee students were 
interviewed. Quantitative data were collected in the form of student grades and 
assignments, while qualitative data were also collected through the use of a teacher 
survey and interviews with mentor teachers and mentee students.  
There were five major findings based on this information. Teachers had serious 
concerns about the impact that poverty and the attributes of poverty were having on the 
school’s students. Teachers were supportive of the mentoring program and its objectives. 
Teachers offered various solutions to improve the mentoring program to meet the needs 
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of those students who were from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The Title I funding 
seemed inadequate to meet the needs of the more impoverished students of the school. 
Based on the quantitative data collected, most students experienced some level of success 
and improvement. There were some outliers, in that the mentoring program did not aid 
those students in improving academically. Because of this, qualitative data through 
interviews were gathered in an effort to better interpret the data.  
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Chapter 5 
 
Analysis, Interpretation, and Synthesis of Findings 
 
     The purpose of this mixed methods case study was to explore the relationship 
between a mentoring program at a Title I high school and its impact on the low-income 
students enrolled in the program. A goal of the study was to evaluate the mentoring 
program’s successes and shortcomings. The premise behind the study was that lower-
income students need a greater support system, potentially through a mentoring program, 
to increase their likelihood of academic success. Insight into the problems faced by these 
individuals was also garnered in conducting the research, in order to develop a more 
complete view of the situations that these students experience on a daily basis.  
 The data collected in this study were ascertained through qualitative and 
quantitative means. Qualitative data were gathered through a teacher survey, which 
included 37 respondents,  eight school officials’ interviews, and six student- researcher 
interviews. Quantitative data were gathered through the acquisition of student grade 
reports over the course of multiple grading quarters. The data gathered were intended to 
solve the following research questions: 
1.) How has the participation of a district-led mentoring program influenced the 
lives of students of low socioeconomic status? 
 a) How do students describe their academic experiences since becoming 
 involved in the district-led mentoring program?  
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 b) How have mentored students described the non-academic impact of the 
 district-led mentoring program? 
 c) Based on observations, how would teachers and administrators assess the  
success or failure of the district-led mentoring program? 
     Interview and survey questions explored in the previous chapter are aligned with the 
above research questions. There were five major themes that arose in the previous 
chapter, which included the deep concern on the part of teachers about the impact that 
poverty, and the attributes of poverty, are having on the school’s students, teacher support 
of the mentoring program, methods to improve the program and assist the more 
impoverished, the limits of Title I funding on improving student performance, and the 
positive experiences of students in the mentoring program. These findings have been 
further analyzed and deconstructed into analytic categories that have produced themes 
and patterns. Analytic categories are created after careful analysis of the data for these 
common themes and patterns (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012, p. 188). These are based on the 
previous chapter’s five themes. The overriding theme in the study was that the mentoring 
program was beneficial to most students, but in the case of the more impoverished 
students, other measures must be implemented to increase their likelihood of success. The 
first analytic category describes the impact that poverty has on students and is entitled, 
“Recognizing the circumstances that impoverished students face.” The first analytic 
category discusses the first finding, which discovered numerous burdens on impoverished 
students, as reported by teachers. The second analytic category is entitled, “Positivity in 
the mentoring program,” and focuses on the teachers’ positive opinions of the school’s 
mentoring program. The third analytic category is “Gaps in the mentoring program,” and 
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suggests that there was a gap between the objectives of the mentoring program and its 
actual success in helping the more impoverished students. The fourth analytic category is 
entitled, “Title I shortfalls,” and discusses the shortcoming of Title I funding, as 
expressed by the teachers. The fifth analytic category is entitled, “Student responses to 
mentoring,” and was based on student responses to survey questions concerning the 
mentoring program and descriptions of their more positive experiences (See Figure 12 
below).  
 
Figure 12: Analytic categories of the study. 
Analytic Category 1: Recognizing the circumstances that impoverished students 
face. 
 Poverty is problem that impacts thousands of students each and every year. 
According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2013), 51% of American 
students were deemed low-income students. This statistic is staggering, and reflects the 
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problems and issues that were experienced by the teachers of the high school where this 
study was conducted. While the school district is technically referred to as a “rural-
suburban” school district, a large proportion of students are poor.  
 Responses to the first question in the teacher survey illustrated the impact of 
poverty on low-income students. Of 37 teachers,  89.1% reported that they are concerned 
about poverty and its impact on students, with 46% overall strongly agreeing that they are 
concerned. These teachers have seen the ramifications of poverty. Each year, the school 
district organizes various clothing drives, participates in the Toys-For-Tots program, and 
launches food drives to assist the local food bank. However, nearly 11% of teachers are 
not concerned with poverty and its impact on students, choosing the “strongly disagree” 
option (see Appendix 2). There are several possible explanations for these outlier 
responses. The first may be that some teachers are not living in the community and 
therefore are not familiar with many of their students’ family circumstances. Another 
explanation could be that some teachers interpreted the survey question differently. They 
may hold to the teaching philosophy that poverty should not impact their students, and 
people should not perpetuate this myth, as students will justify poor classroom 
performance based on their socioeconomic situation.  
 The second survey question dealt with the problems faced by impoverished 
students, as reported by teachers. Nearly 92% of teachers were concerned about students’ 
lack of technology resources at home, and student interviews, particularly with Student P, 
verified this notion. Many teachers have encountered problems when they assign certain 
tasks for students to complete as homework, and the students cannot complete them due 
to their lack of Internet access or word processing programs. In the school community, 
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some parents purchase smart phones for their children, which can then be used to perform 
educational research. Unfortunately, typing compositions or papers on a telephone is very 
arduous, and most students do not utilize this option. Many teachers in the district reserve 
the high school library, which has many computers,  to ensure students’ completion of  
assignments after school. Eighty-one percent of teachers had concerns about students 
working after school into the evening, which, in many cases, has led to a decrease in 
grades. Over the years, students have shared stories with their teachers about the 
hardships of working from 3:00 p.m. until 11:00 p.m. and then completing homework. 
Ninety-two percent of teachers reported that poor students are more likely to be exposed 
to negative elements of society, such as crime, drugs, and delinquency. Many teachers in 
the school district have encountered problems with students being chronically absent, and 
teachers have shared their concerns about the likelihood of student drug use in these low-
income settings.  
 Of the teachers surveyed on the problems faced by students of lower 
socioeconomic status, the highest consensus was reached on lack of parental support, 
with approximately 95% of teachers stating that this was a concern. The outlier 5% of 
teachers surveyed may not have had experience with lack of parental involvement, or 
may place the blame of a student’s academic performance solely on the shoulders of the 
student. The literature supports this chief concern of teachers. According to Dwyer and 
Hecht (1992), the lack of parental involvement may stem from a parent’s inability to 
assist his or her child academically, the idea that their son or daughter is “doing just fine,” 
or the belief some parents have in a “hands-off” approach to their children’s education. 
The teachers have had to contend with situations where communicating concerns about 
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their students was met with little follow-through or assistance on the part of parents. 
According to Lawrence Steinberg (1996), nearly one-third of all parents, regardless of 
socioeconomic status, are ignorant of the level at which their sons and daughters are 
performing in school. This is a disturbing trend that needs remedied in order to increase 
the likelihood of student success in school.  
 Survey question # 4 asked the teachers in which subject areas and skills they have 
noticed their more impoverished students struggle. These responses varied, as teachers of 
mathematics would naturally see more problems in mathematics than literature-related 
content. The largest reported shortcoming was observed with respect to analytical skills, 
where 78% of teachers reported seeing deficiencies in drawing conclusions, cause and 
effect relationships, and identifying points of view. These skills are cross-curricular and 
thus had higher reported instances. The majority of teachers also indicated that reading 
and writing deficiencies exist among lower-income students. The literature supports this 
notion, as students of lower socioeconomic status may not have access to a large number 
of books and other teaching tools when they were young (Carter, 2013). There should be 
measures put into place in order to address deficiencies in the subjects and skills 
experienced by impoverished students. 
 The final survey question that pertained to poverty was survey question #6, which 
referred to teachers’ experiences with students having food insecurity issues. Various 
teachers voiced their concern about this situation, on the survey and in interviews, as free 
lunches and breakfasts seemed inadequate to meet the nutritional needs of the students. 
According to the survey, 70% of teachers reported knowledge of students in their 
classrooms who struggle with food insecurity issues, with the remaining 30% of teachers 
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being unsure as to whether or not students are facing food insecurity issues outside of 
school. Some students can hide their nutritional shortcomings very well, and some may 
not match the stereotypical image of a student who appears malnourished. Regardless, 
more should be done to counter the impact that food insecurity has on students.  
Analytic Category 2: Positivity in the mentoring program. 
 The vast majority of teachers have participated in the district-led mentoring 
program at this Title I high school at some point in their teaching careers. According to 
the survey data collected, 75% of teachers believe that they made at least a moderate 
impact on the students who they were assigned to mentor. In the interviews, teachers 
shared stories about students that they assisted in previous years. Teachers working with 
disadvantaged students have seen firsthand the fruits of their labor. In many cases, 
academic achievement improves for the mentored students, and a reduction in discipline 
referrals is common. There is variation among the different teachers who provide 
mentoring support, which can impact success. Some teachers have a legitimate concern 
for the students, working with them before or after school, talking to their mentees about 
career goals and prospects, and making suggestions about life past high school. There are 
other mentors who merely meet with the students on occasion and inform the students of 
work they miss or owe. Some mentor teachers, due to scheduling conflicts, cannot meet 
regularly with their mentee students. According to the survey data, 25% of teachers feel 
that their impact on their mentees is neutral or minor. Some teachers have been assigned 
challenging students in years past, and despite their well-intentioned efforts, they could 
not help their mentees reach a significant level of success.  
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 According to Question #5 of the survey, 89% of teachers believe that students 
who have a strong teacher support system are more likely to succeed in school. While it 
may be assumed that most teachers would strongly agree with this notion, it is worthy of 
note that only slightly more than half of students surveyed chose this response. As many 
teachers have experienced in the past, their support for students is, at times, in vain. Some 
students do not respond to the efforts of teachers, or they view teachers as individuals 
who are impeding them from achieving success. There were 5% of teachers who strongly 
disagreed with the statement. It can be assumed that these teachers support the notion that 
no matter their level of effort, they are ineffective in reaching students. There are indeed 
many situations and circumstances impacting the lives of the students at this Title I high 
school. Teachers need to continue to seek ways to ensure that the students are more likely 
to succeed. While it may not be possible for all students to achieve success, the failure on 
the part of the student is not always the failure on the part of the teacher. 
 According to Question #8 of the survey, 78% of teachers agreed or strongly 
agreed that mentoring low-income students was a way to increase their likelihood of 
success. Twenty-two percent of teachers remained neutral on this question. The vast 
majority of teachers at this school are very likely to support initiatives that have proven 
success. Some teachers who responded that they were neutral may have had negative or 
neutral experiences with the mentoring program in the past. It may also be the case that 
teachers were concerned that a mentoring program would involve even more work to be 
assigned to teachers at this Title I high school, which is already understaffed. In question 
#10 of the survey, teachers were asked to share suggestions as to how the district can 
intervene on behalf of low-income students. Multiple respondents indicated that the 
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mentoring program was an effective tool to help low-income students achieve greater 
success.  
Analytic Category 3: Gaps in the mentoring program. 
 Finding #3 in the previous chapter referred to the teachers’ views that the district-
led mentoring program has some areas that need improvement. According to the teacher 
survey, 86% of teachers supported the idea that more should be done to assist lower-
income students in reaching their full potential. Eight percent of teachers were neutral on 
this question, which may indicate that some teachers feel that the measures being taken 
by the school are adequate, based on the school’s financial circumstances. One teacher 
voiced disagreement with the statement. This could be due to his or her attitude that these 
students do not need more assistance than other students.  
 The majority of statements that referred to the gaps in the mentoring program 
were discovered through the qualitative interviews. One of the major issues that impacted 
teachers in the mentoring program was the inability to meet regularly with their mentee 
students. Often, these teachers have one preparation period and cannot coordinate this 
period with the student’s study hall period. Also, some mentee students do not stay after 
school for additional help, for a variety of reasons, including paid employment or taking 
care of siblings. Teachers have suggested alternative times for students to meet with 
them, but these have been difficult to coordinate. 
 Another problem in the mentoring program is the variety of mentoring 
experiences offered by the teachers. There has been no formal training in regard to 
mentoring students. Accordingly, teachers have mentored the students according to their 
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own instincts and judgment. This lack of uniformity has led some teachers to grow 
frustrated with the mentoring process, and for some students to perceive the mentoring 
program as not being worthwhile. Some teachers surveyed would prefer to have teachers 
volunteer to mentor particular students, instead of having students assigned to them by an 
administrator or other teacher. Teacher AP and Teacher C shared their concerns about a 
situation that occurred three years ago, when some teachers had never previously met 
their mentee students.  
A teacher responded to Question #10 of the survey by suggesting that the mentoring 
program be continued, with the proviso that that unwanted attention not be drawn to the 
students in need of  support. The current criteria call for the mentoring of students who 
are failing multiple classes or have been referred to the program based on the 
recommendation of a teacher. This could lead students to be stigmatized, which would be 
an undesirable outcome of the program. Some teachers may feel as though some of the 
work that should be done by the mentee is actually being completed by the mentor 
teachers. In these circumstances, teachers require education on being a proper mentor and 
the proper expectations of the mentee.  
Analytic Category #4: Title I Shortfalls. 
 The policy basis of Title I was to use additional funding to assist poorer schools in 
closing the achievement gap between lower-income students and their more affluent 
peers. While the school district in the study had benefited some from additional funds 
allotted to the district, the achievement gap remains significant. Four of the six teachers 
interviewed referred to the fact that Title I had allowed the school to hire additional 
mathematics teachers. However, according to the teacher survey, only 19% of 
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respondents believed that Title I funding was likely to solve the achievement gap. This 
Title I high school, like many other schools, is facing difficult budget cuts which could 
lead to more reduction in staff members, limited technology improvements, and 
decreases in student and teacher supplies. Raising property taxes on an already 
impoverished community may not be the answer to these budgetary shortfalls. Forty-one 
percent of teachers believed that the achievement gap would not close as a result of Title 
I funding, with 33% remaining neutral. In interviews, many teachers recognized that the 
Title I funding was not sufficiently substantial to close the gap. Those that remained 
neutral may have been reluctant to criticize a program that has allowed the district to 
make certain improvements. However, Title I funding is not adequate to cover the 
various programs, such as after-school programs, clothing programs, and off-site food 
programs that could be implemented to assist low-income students.   
Analytic Category #5: Student responses to mentoring. 
 Of the six students who participated in this study, all reported that they had at 
least some positive impressions of the mentoring program. This is particularly evident in 
the academic improvement experienced by the majority of students in the mentoring 
program. With five out of six students experiencing grade increases after being enrolled 
in the mentoring program, the program seems to have been successful. The outlier 
student has had difficulty attending school on a regular basis, and thus did not experience 
the same level of success as the other students. Students also shared their non-academic 
experiences in the mentoring program. 
 Student H experienced some success after being placed in the mentoring program, 
but her results were mixed. She indicated that her shortcomings were not the fault of the 
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mentor, but her own. Despite the efforts of the mentor, she acknowledged that she was 
not as serious about school as she should have been. The mentoring program attempted to 
keep her on course and may have increased the likelihood for her to succeed, but she 
needed ambition and determination to comply with the mentor’s suggestions. Her limited 
success could be attributed to her motivation to graduate and to assure herself of her 
eligibility to participate in extracurricular activities. To summarize, the experience of 
Student H would suggest that the mentoring program gave her the necessary tools to 
succeed, but ultimately, she intensified her efforts in school based on self-motivation. 
 Student A had a positive experience in the mentoring program and saw a 
significant increase in her grades. Student A’s problems in the classroom were not based 
on her ability, but on her failure to complete assignments and submit them to her 
teachers. She had been failing three subjects at the start of the third grading quarter. After 
she was assigned a mentor who encouraged her on a daily basis to complete her work, 
she persisted in completing and submitting almost all of her third-quarter assignments. As 
in Student H’s case, the mentoring program created a greater likelihood for Student A to 
succeed.  
 Student R, Student X, and Student M also had positive experiences in the 
mentoring program. Student R experienced improvement both academically and in the 
disciplinary realm. He attributed having two mentors to significantly helping him not 
only with his grades but with his behavior. Over the course of the year, Student R either 
showed improvement in many of his classes, or maintained a solid average (Figure 8). 
Student X started seeing his mentor after failing multiple second-quarter subjects. He 
improved his grades significantly and maintained those that were already in good 
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standing (Figure 10). Student M had significant grade increases after being assigned her 
mentor (Figure 9). These students shared in common the sentiment that they did not want 
their mentor teachers to consistently call them out of study halls to inform them of work 
they were missing. Once they started completing their work, their grades improved and 
their mentors offered words of praise and encouragement. These students continued to do 
well, even after their mentors had them work independently, with little supervision. The 
mentoring program allowed the students to be intrinsically motivated to complete their 
work and studies.  
 Student P had a different experience in the mentoring program, as she did not 
reach the same level of success as her peers. After she was assigned a mentor, she saw 
some improvement in her grades. Student P gathered material from missed classes from 
various teachers and made attempts to be a better student. She shared some kind words 
about her mentor, but her chronic absenteeism was the true culprit in her inability to 
improve in the mentoring program. There were times during the third grading quarter 
when Student P was absent from school all five days in a given week. As shown in Figure 
11, her grades dropped exponentially between the second and third quarters. As Student P 
correctly characterized her situation, she was constantly playing “catch-up,” while all of 
her peers were continually moving forward.  
Conclusion  
 The purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact that a school mentoring 
program had on its lower-income students. The mixed methods study contained 
quantitative and qualitative data, which allowed the researcher to triangulate the findings 
and form recommendations based on the data collected. During the course of the study, 
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the issues associated with student poverty came to light, as did the shortcomings of Title I 
funding. Students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds face significant challenges. 
While Title I funding was shown to have some positive impact on the school through the 
hiring of additional staff, the available funding was still less than necessary to further 
close the achievement gap between students of low-income households and their more 
affluent counterparts. The success of the mentoring program promoted the idea that 
teachers can have a significant and positive impact on the lives of their students. While 
some students face additional hardships, the implementation of a mentoring program may 
increase the likelihood of student success in the classroom and beyond.  
Recommended Actionable Solutions 
 Based on the study, various themes emerged, as did actions that should be taken. 
The success of the mentoring program, as evidenced by those students who participated 
in the study and those teachers who completed the survey and interviews, was articulated 
by the participants. While many praised the mentoring program and had positive 
experiences in the past, they also offered some constructive criticism of the program and 
advanced ideas of elements that may need to be changed or implemented. The data of the 
participants, which were placed into analytic categories, provided the researcher with a 
multitude of options to revamp and enhance the mentoring program as it exists today. 
Solution #1: School Poverty Measures  
 Based on the first finding, which indicated the teacher’s concerns about poverty 
and its impact it has on students, there are several measures that could be implemented. 
The teachers suggested the accessibility of a computer lab before, after, and during 
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school hours to allow access to students who may not have technological resources at 
home, including access to computers and the Internet. Another major concern of the 
teachers was the notion of food insecurity, with more than 70% of teachers having taught 
students in the past who were experiencing food insecurity. There were several proposals 
that could be implemented. While the school does have free lunch and breakfast 
programs, many students feel stigmatized, as they are required to enter the cafeteria in the 
morning to eat the free breakfast provided by the school. In this high school, the cafeteria 
is where students are delivered to school. In order to lessen the likelihood of students 
avoiding breakfast for fear of being mocked or ridiculed, the students should be permitted 
to congregate in another area of the building before classes begin. This is a simple 
solution that will not draw attention to the disadvantaged students in the high school. 
Schools should also implement procedural changes when having a student pay for lunch. 
Rather than having low-income students pay for their lunch with the district-provided 
food tickets, the students should be able to use a thumbprint device, which is linked to a 
computer system. The thumbprint device maintains financial balances for the students 
who do not qualify for free lunches, and must contribute money. The low-income 
students would be less likely to be stigmatized, as all students would be using the 
thumbprint machine.  
 With regard to the aforementioned Title I funding shortfalls, there are various 
ways to improve the administration of Title I funding. Due to the formulae used to 
determine Title I funding, even the most affluent school districts receive it. Title I 
funding should be more accessible to poor urban and rural school districts. Presently, 
there is a “comparable wage index” formula which allocates more money to schools that 
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pay their teachers higher salaries. This disproportionately harms resource-poor rural 
school districts, such as the one in this study (Rural Trust, 2010). The formula for the 
allocation of Title I funds should be revamped to address this issue. State governments 
should also address their budgets in an attempt to cut fraud and waste as a means to 
invest more in the low-income students and school districts.  
 Teachers also proposed community-based programs which would provide low-
income students with access to books. Research has shown that lower-income students 
have access to books that is exponentially less than their more affluent peers (Travenise, 
2012). The district can utilize their “dress-down days”, whereby students and teachers 
pay to wear something other than their uniforms, to raise money for certain causes. 
Nearly $700 can be raised on each dress-down day to support these initiatives. One 
teacher who was interviewed in the study suggested that there should be more programs 
such as “Cinderella’s Closet,” a program that allows for individuals to donate their 
slightly used clothing, such as school uniforms, prom dresses, and general clothing items, 
which are then made accessible to low-income students.  
 Involving the community in the effort to assist low-income students to succeed is 
paramount. In recent years, there has been a greater effort to involve communities in 
school-based initiatives. For example, the Harlem’s Children Zone and its programs have 
been emulated in low-income communities around the United States. Some of these 
programs encourage more parental involvement, which has been successful. During the 
study, surveyed teachers stated that they wanted more community-based initiatives and 
suggested more teacher-parent partnerships to encourage students to excel in school. 
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Examples of these could include more open houses, parent-teacher conferences, and more 
community-service based projects. 
Solution #2: Mentoring Program Reforms 
 The broad purpose of the study was to determine the effectiveness and weigh the 
impact of a teacher-student mentoring program on low-income students at a Title I high 
school. There are several actions that could be implemented to improve the overall 
effectiveness of the program. One of the greatest concerns expressed by mentor teachers 
was their inability to meet with their mentor students. The school could designate certain 
class periods or times during the day when students would be able meet with their 
mentors. A possible solution would be to add an activity period at the conclusion of the 
day to allow for the meetings to take place. Another suggestion would be for the teachers 
to lead after-school programs, which have been successful in the lower grade levels, 
where teachers would mentor students and have learning activities planned for them. 
These after-school programs have been funded in previous years through state and federal 
grants for Title I schools. Since teachers are dealing with high school students, it could be 
advantageous for the students to work with teachers and the community in a jobs-based 
program, where mentee students could learn certain skills, trades, or subject-related 
content that would make them more appealing to employers in the future. 
 The mentoring program itself needs to be revisited. A concern of the teachers 
surveyed was the expectations of them as mentor teachers. Some met with their students 
periodically, while others only met with their students when the students were failing 
more than two subjects. A teacher should be able to volunteer to help mentor students 
with whom that teacher has a good rapport. Some mentor teachers would have full-length 
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discussions with their mentees about their future goals and issues that may be impacting 
their lives, while other mentor teachers would simply give their mentees a list of 
assignments required by different teachers. Because of this situation, there should be 
more uniformity within the mentoring program. A mentor education program should be 
implemented prior to teachers' participation in the program. Mentor teachers could learn 
what is expected of them, the importance of their roles, and techniques and strategies to 
establish a good rapport with their mentee students. Attempting to find the root causes 
underlying academic deficiencies or behavioral outbursts would further assist teachers in 
being able to understand and help their mentee students.  
Recommendations for future research 
 After conducting the case study, several themes emerged that should be 
considered for further research. The first was the plethora of findings that involved the 
impact of poverty on low-income students at a Title I high school. Another theme that 
was indicated by the data offered by the teachers was the shortcomings of Title I funds. 
This should be further examined, as repeated interventions have been made with NCLB, 
RTTT, and ESSA to address this issue. Since ESSA is in its infancy, it should be 
examined in the future to investigate its impact on Title I schools.  
 Multi-Year Longitudinal Study 
 A more extensive, longitudinal study should be conducted to support or refute the 
hypotheses of this case study. For example, the study focused on six students who were 
being mentored by different teachers at a Title I high school. A larger sample of mentee 
students could provide additional insight into the impact of the mentoring program on 
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low-income students. The study should also be conducted for a longer duration, perhaps 
multiple years. The student participants had been mentored for no more than two marking 
periods, or half of the school year. A longitudinal study would allow for researchers to 
determine whether or not mentoring influences items such as graduation rates or 
proficiency on Keystone Exam testing. Also, a study should be conducted to measure the 
impact of the mentoring program after teachers effectively complete a program on 
effective mentoring techniques. Both students and teachers voiced concerns during this 
study about the lack of uniformity in the mentoring program, with different teachers 
having different expectations. In order to create a more reliable picture of the impact of 
mentoring programs on low-income students, a more comprehensive longitudinal study is 
needed, which could then be used by government and educational experts to address the 
achievement gap between low-income students and their more affluent peers.  
 ESSA’s Impact on Title I Schools 
 This study produced results that suggest that many teachers feel that Title I 
funding is inadequate to meet the goal of closing the achievement gaps that exist between 
the low-income students and their more affluent peers. Since ESSA has not been 
implemented in many states as of 2016, future research may examine how ESSA has 
impacted Title I funding. Because Title I funding has been awarded to schools and states 
through a series of complex equations, critics state that the school districts in greatest 
need of Title I funds are only partially compensated, while more affluent school districts 
also share Title I funds. One of the goals of ESSA is to create more equality in education, 
and future research studies are needed to evaluate ESSA’s impact on educational equity 
and Title I schools.  
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Summary 
 As America’s ranking in the world has fallen in terms of educational 
achievement, numerous individuals have attempted to improve the educational system of 
the United States. A significant achievement gap exists between more affluent students 
and those students from lower socioeconomic households. In 1965, the United States 
government issued the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which labeled low-
income schools as a major concern, and the government interceded to provide funds in an 
attempt to close the achievement gap. This became known as Title I funding and has been 
in place for more than fifty years. Although more financial resources have been devoted 
to these low-income schools, the achievement gap remains.  
 Some low-income schools have implemented teacher-student mentoring programs 
in an attempt to close this achievement gap. The mixed methods study conducted to 
examine the impact of a mentoring program on low-income students was completed in 
the spring of 2016. The ample amount of quantitative data demonstrated the success that 
the majority of low-income mentored students experienced in the program. Their grades 
improved, for the most part. The qualitative interviews allowed students to share their 
experiences in the mentoring program. Many seemed genuinely sincere in their 
appreciation and praise of the program and the teachers who assisted them. The students' 
experiences complemented previous research on the implementation of school mentoring 
programs, such as the ones that exist at SEED, or at Promise Academy in Harlem’s 
Children Zone. While there is always more that can be attempted in order to inspire 
students, teachers and administrators can increase the likelihood for student success 
through the implementation of teacher-student mentoring programs.  
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Appendix A. Interview Protocol 
 There are two subsets of questions in the group. The questions that are given to 
the teachers in the mentoring program differ from the questions given to the students. The 
researcher attempted to avoid rigidly-structured questions, allowing for the participants to 
fully explain their thoughts. According to Glanz (2003), the best interview questions 
promote flexibility, are open-ended, and allow for natural conversation. The researcher 
also wanted to ask a variety of questions, gathering information on the participants’ 
experiences, opinions, and feelings. There are a few general questions that will help the 
researcher draw conclusions about the success or failure of his school’s mentoring 
program. 
Classroom Teachers and Mentor Teachers: 
1.) What is your role in the mentoring program at the high school? 
2.) What problems would you attribute to poverty in the school?  
3.) Have you seen any examples of students who are directly impacted by their 
 low-income backgrounds?  
4.) Have you seen any benefits in being recognized as a Title I school? If so, explain. 
5.) The mentoring program was designed to raise academic achievement among the 
students. How would you rate the success of the mentoring program in 
accomplishing this objective? 
6.) What experiences have you had with the mentoring program? 
7.) How have students responded to you, as a mentor teacher? 
8.) How many times have you met with your mentee student during the past four  
 weeks? 
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9.) What is your opinion of the mentoring program, and could it be improved? If so, 
 how? 
10.) As a classroom teacher, have you noticed any changes in the students 
 participating in the mentoring program? If so, describe. 
Students: 
1.) What was your experience like in the Tamaqua Area High School mentoring 
program? 
2.) Describe your relationship with your mentor teacher. How many times did you 
meet? When did you meet?  
3.) Have you noticed any change in your grades since enrolling in the program? If so, 
 how did they change? 
4.) In addition to the mentor teacher, who assists you in your academics? 
5.) How has the mentoring program affected you, if at all, academically and 
pertaining to discipline? 
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Appendix B: Poverty, Mentoring, and Students  
 
 
Q1 I am concerned about poverty and the 
impact it has on my students. 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
1: Strongly 
              
 
              
 
disagree               
 
2: Disagree 
              
 
              
 
3: Neutral               
 
4: Agree 
              
 
              
 
5: Strongly 
              
 
              
 
              
 
agree               
 
               
 
               
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
               
 
Answer Choices         Responses     
 
1: Strongly disagree         10.81%   4  
              
                
2: Disagree         0.00%   0  
              
                
3: Neutral         0.00%   0  
              
                
4: Agree         43.24%   16  
              
                
5: Strongly agree         45.95%   17  
              
                
Total            37 
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Q2 In your previous years teaching 
students, which problems have you run into 
with your more impoverished students? 
Check all that apply. 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
  
Students have 
                  
 
                    
 
  a lack of...                   
 
  
Students carry 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  the burden o...                   
 
  
Students are 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  exposed to b...                   
 
  
Students lack 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  parental...                   
 
  
Other (please 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  specify)                   
 
                  
 
                     
 
 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%   
 
                    
 
Answer Choices                Responses  
 
 
Students have a lack of resources (ie. computer or Internet access)             91.89% 34  
                 
                      
 
Students carry the burden of working a job until late in the evening, after school.            81.08% 30  
                
                      
 
Students are exposed to bad elements of society, such as crime, drugs, and delinquency.           91.89% 34  
               
                      
 
Students lack parental support.               94.59% 35  
                   
                      
 
Other (please specify)               27.03% 10  
                   
                     
Total Respondents: 37                  
 
                   
 
#  Other (please specify)           Date  
 
1  they are more likely to drop out           4/1/2016 2:04 PM  
 
                   
2  Poor hygeine and lack of access to health care          4/1/2016 12:19 PM  
 
                  
3  health and medical problems are sometimes not addressed        4/1/2016 10:54 AM  
 
                   
 
4  Personal Hygiene           4/1/2016 10:44 AM  
 
             
5  Students see how their parents live and that they are "content" to simply cash a welfare check. Students think this is  4/1/2016 10:43 AM  
 
  the way of life and are not motivated to get a job. It's the easy, lazy way out.              
 
                 
 
6  Students who do not have enough food at home         4/1/2016 10:42 AM  
 
               
7  Students are more susceptible to mental health disorders such as depression and anxiety.     4/1/2016 8:40 AM  
 
                    
8  Poor Hygeine           4/1/2016 8:04 AM  
 
                 
 
9  Tend to be bullied because of clothing, appearance, etc.         4/1/2016 7:46 AM  
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10 clothing problems 4/1/2016 7:46 AM 
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Q3 In years past, many of you have 
mentored students or have had students 
that you assisted individually to help them 
stay on the right tracks. How would you rate 
you own personal impact you had on these 
students? 
 
Answered: 36  Skipped: 1 
 
1: No impact                
 
2: Minor impact 
               
 
               
 
3: Neutral 
               
 
               
 
               
 
4: Moderate 
               
 
               
 
               
 
impact                
 
5: Major impact 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
                
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
                
 
Answer Choices          Responses     
 
1: No impact          0.00%   0  
               
                 
2: Minor impact          8.33%   3  
               
                 
3: Neutral          16.67%   6  
               
                 
4: Moderate impact          58.33%   21  
               
                
 
5: Major impact          16.67%   6  
               
                
 
Total             36 
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Q4 In what subjects and/or skills have you 
noticed your more impoverished students 
struggle? 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
  
Math 
                  
 
                    
 
  computation                   
 
  
Reading 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  comprehension                   
 
  
Writing simple 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  sentences                   
 
  
Analytical 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  skills (draw...                   
 
  
Other (please 
                  
 
                    
 
                    
 
  specify)                   
 
                  
 
                     
 
 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%   
 
                    
 
Answer Choices                Responses  
 
 
Math computation               54.05% 20  
                   
                      
 
Reading comprehension               72.97% 27  
                   
                     
 
 
Writing simple sentences               62.16% 23  
                   
                     
 
 
Analytical skills (drawing conclusions, cause/effect relationships, identifying points of view)          78.38% 29  
              
                     
 
 
Other (please specify)               10.81% 4  
                   
                    
 
Total Respondents: 37                  
 
                   
 
#  Other (please specify)             Date  
 
1  Social skills, manners, knowing how to be a good citizen          4/1/2016 3:01 PM  
 
                    
2  respect to elders and authority             4/1/2016 2:04 PM  
 
              
 
3  Often, these students are capable, but lack the confidence to make those leaps.       4/1/2016 8:50 AM  
 
            
4  Day to day life skills, such as personal hygiene, along with social skills, appropriate interactions, and coping skills.  4/1/2016 8:40 AM  
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Q5 I believe that students who have a 
strong teacher support system at school 
are more likely to succeed. 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
1: Strongly 
            
 
            
 
disagree             
 
2: Disagree 
            
 
            
 
3: Neutral 
            
 
            
 
4: Agree 
            
 
            
 
            
 
5: Strongly 
            
 
            
 
            
 
agree             
 
             
 
             
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
             
 
Answer Choices       Responses     
 
1: Strongly disagree       5.41%   2  
            
              
2: Disagree       0.00%   0  
            
              
3: Neutral       5.41%   2  
            
              
4: Agree       35.14%   13  
            
              
5: Strongly agree       54.05%   20  
            
              
Total          37 
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Q6 Food insecurity is a problem facing 
thousands of school children. Have you 
every had students with food insecurity 
issues? 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
Yes 
               
 
               
 
No 
               
 
               
 
I'm not sure. 
               
 
               
 
               
 
                
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
                
 
Answer Choices        Responses       
 
Yes        70.27%     26  
               
                 
No        0.00%     0  
               
                 
I'm not sure.        29.73%     11  
               
                 
Total             37 
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Q7 Title I funding has been created in an 
attempt to level the playing field between 
poorer schools and more affluent ones. In 
your opinion, what is the likelihood of 
closing the achievement gap through Title I 
funding? 
 
Answered: 36  Skipped: 1 
 
  
1: Extremely 
               
 
                 
 
  unlikely                
 
  
2: Unlikely 
               
 
                 
 
                 
 
  
3: Neutral 
               
 
                 
 
                 
 
  
4: Likely 
               
 
                 
 
                 
 
  
5: Unlikely 
               
 
                 
 
                 
 
  
Other (please 
               
 
                 
 
                 
 
  specify)                
 
                 
 
                  
  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
                 
 
Answer Choices           Responses     
 
1: Extremely unlikely        8.33%    3  
              
                   
2: Unlikely           33.33%    12  
                 
                   
3: Neutral           33.33%    12  
                 
                   
4: Likely           16.67%    6  
                 
                   
5: Unlikely           2.78%    1  
                 
                   
Other (please specify)        5.56%    2  
              
                  
 
Total               36 
 
                 
 
#  Other (please specify)           Date 
 
1  I don't know enough about Title 1 to have a position.        4/1/2016 8:50 AM 
 
          
2  If thefunds are used to create and implement programs that specifically target student issues contributing to the  4/1/2016 8:40 AM 
 
  achievement gap, then I believe that the funding could increase the likelihood of closing the achievement gap.     
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Q8 Mentoring students coming from lower 
income households is a way to increase the 
likelihood of the students achieving 
success. 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
Strongly                
 
disagree                
 
Disagree                
 
Neutral 
               
 
               
 
Agree 
               
 
               
 
               
 
Strongly Agree 
               
 
               
 
               
 
                
 
                
 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
               
 
Answer Choices         Responses     
 
Strongly disagree         0.00%    0  
               
                
 
Disagree         0.00%    0  
               
                
Neutral         21.62%   8  
               
                
Agree         59.46%   22  
               
                
Strongly Agree         18.92%   7  
               
                 
Total             37 
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Q9 I believe that more should be done to 
help lower income students reach their full 
potentials. 
 
Answered: 37  Skipped: 0 
 
  
Strongly 
                 
                  
 
  disagree                 
 
  
Disagree 
                
 
                  
 
  
Neutral 
                
 
                  
 
  
Agree 
                
 
                  
 
                  
 
  
Strongly Agree 
                
 
                  
 
                  
 
  
Other (please 
                
 
                  
 
                  
 
  specify)                 
 
                  
 
                   
  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  
 
                  
 
Answer Choices            Responses     
 
Strongly disagree         2.70%    1  
               
                    
Disagree            0.00%    0  
                  
                    
Neutral            8.11%    3  
                  
                    
Agree            45.95%    17  
                  
                   
 
Strongly Agree         40.54%    15  
               
                   
 
Other (please specify)         2.70%    1  
               
                   
 
Total                37 
 
                  
 
#  Other (please specify)            Date 
 
1  partnering with parents            4/1/2016 2:04 PM 
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 Q10 The community currently has  
 a poverty rate of 25.5%. The median  
 household income is $31,550, compared to  
 the state average of $51,230. In 2013, 32.6%  
 of students qualified for free lunches at the  
 local schools. With these factors in  
 mind, can you think of any measures or  
 actions that can be taken to help students  
 who are coming from the more  
 impoverished households in school  
 district?  
 Answered: 28  Skipped: 9  
   
# Responses Date 
1 Offer take home dinners because sometimes the kids only eat what they are given at school. 4/1/2016 4:54 PM 
   
2 Students need to learn basic skills, such as budgeting, parenting, household maintenance and care. They need to 4/1/2016 3:01 PM 
 learn how to be a productive member of the community. They need to learn to advocate for themselves and better  
 themselves.  
   
3 Perhaps bring mentoring back and involve parents with children 4/1/2016 2:04 PM 
   
4 The state needs to raise the minimum wage. More outreach programs aimed at helping individuals (parents) gain 4/1/2016 12:34 PM 
 employment. For example: educational programs that teach skills necessary for jobs that are available. Programs that  
 prepare individuals with other skills necessary for attaining jobs-help with resumes, interview procedures, etc... The  
 community (towns, counties) needs to do more to seek out companies that are willing to locate to our area which in  
 turn would provide employment.  
   
5 Provide education either formally or informally that instructs students on hygiene, etiquette, and other social rules that 4/1/2016 12:19 PM 
 they seem to lack that would help contribute to improving society as a whole.  
   
6 Free breakfast and lunch programs. After school tutoring programs. 4/1/2016 12:17 PM 
   
7 Expanding/modifying Big Brothers/Big Sisters, as young people often have more influence with students than teachers 4/1/2016 10:54 AM 
 and parents. After school homework groups, a healthy snack program (Jamie Oliver style - local produce etc),  
 meaningful mentoring program - perhaps allowing the most disadvantaged children to select their own mentors.  
 Involving other students in some way with mentoring and tutoring. Assigning a 'buddy'? This is a very tough issue and  
 students' self-image is such a big part of it...  
   
8 Reinstate the mentor program for these students. 4/1/2016 10:44 AM 
   
9 Stricter laws to be eligible for welfare. Require those receiving handouts to take drug tests and provide receipts for 4/1/2016 10:43 AM 
 purchases. Force those to work who can. The family will have more money & the children will realize the way things  
 should be.  
   
10 I wish that free lunch and breakfast was available to all students in our schools. It ensures that those that need it get it. 4/1/2016 10:42 AM 
   
11 After school programs 4/1/2016 10:13 AM 
   
12 If we knew who these students were, we would be better able to help them. 4/1/2016 9:42 AM 
   
13 Required student activities to receive funding by the schools. Many of the educational foundations mentioned are 4/1/2016 9:07 AM 
 provided through activities and students not involved appear to perform much lower. This would also provide much  
 more mentoring support for the students not receiving the home support.  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11 / 12 
Poverty, Mentoring, and Students  
   
14 After school programs have been implemented at our district level when state grants for such activities have become 4/1/2016 8:57 AM 
 available. As a teacher in many of these after school programs, I saw significant increases in student scores, positive  
 demeanor, greater peers support, and successful transitional outcomes. I believe establishing some of these  
 programs, or more extracurricular activities besides sports, would permanently would help teachers and students  
 eliminate issues which arise during the school day which impact instructional time. These programs also increased  
 non-academic skills many of our impoverished students lack. Although cost would be an issue for the district, the cost  
 of students graduating and increasing poverty rates in our town is much greater.  
   
15 Providing technology to each high school student through a program like Apple's One to One program. Holding jacket, 4/1/2016 8:50 AM 
 bookbag, and uniform drives to help these students  
   
16 I believe that we need to identify the at risk students as early on as possible so that they can be provided with 4/1/2016 8:40 AM 
 preventative programming and supports as early as pre-school and/or elementary school.  
   
17 More help at school for the student. Family should be aware of community resources that are available 4/1/2016 8:21 AM 
   
18 SHINE - after school program, more mentoring by staff, pre &/or post school tutoring for at risk kids with breakfast or 4/1/2016 8:18 AM 
 
snacks included, Success Maker - a computer program funded through grants - my husband is a mentor at a neighboring 
school district and could give us info on it.  
   
   
19 A few more dress down days would help create a fund to help these students. We collect roughly $700 per event. 4/1/2016 8:02 AM 
 Also, mentoring can be a good idea as long as is does not draw attention to the students in need. That would have a  
 negative effect on the program due to student's not wanting to be labeled.  
   
20 Continue the free breakfast program and perhaps find funds for free lunches during the summer. The only thing that 4/1/2016 7:58 AM 
 bothers me about this is that if the parent does not have to give his child money for food, he might spend that money  
 on drugs/alcohol for himself. In a perfect world there would be funds available to help educate parents regarding  
 parenting skills, addiction help, and financial education.  
   
21 Go for the state grant that provides FREE meals - breakfast and lunch - to all students! Hazleton ASD did it. Tamaqua 4/1/2016 7:49 AM 
 certainly can  
   
22 Re-establishing a computer lab in the high school, doing a backpack program for high school students (food for them 4/1/2016 7:46 AM 
 to take home over the weekend)  
   
23 After school programs--offering help with school work, social interactions, "proper" social activities, etc. 4/1/2016 7:46 AM 
   
24 A strong push in teacher support through academics in a kind, caring manner as well as encouragement to get 4/1/2016 7:29 AM 
 involved in extra-curricular activities is vital. These activities may be sports, clubs, etc. An inherent support system  
 through this rather where these students can be influenced the right way rather than being on the streets is effective.  
 Mentoring programs would be a big help also. Students need to be able to find their passion in school whether it is  
 academics or technical careers.  
   
25 Many students gain value from time given by a teacher mentor program. This program should be strongly supported 4/1/2016 7:27 AM 
 by the district.  
   
26 Getting parents on board with helping their children in their education is a key factor. Until the family itself is not longer 4/1/2016 7:24 AM 
 worrying about putting food on the table or having a warm house to sleep in during the winter, it is going to be difficult  
 for anyone in the household to focus on education when survival is first. It is possible that this aspect of life could be  
 corrected with more stringent government funding so it is not going to waste on unnecessary items and is going  
 toward food and heating fuel.  
   
27 More programs to strengthen the family life of these students that include information and counseling sessions. 4/1/2016 7:23 AM 
   
28 give students jobs, so that they can earn some money as they go through school 4/1/2016 7:22 AM 
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